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CONTROVERSY WITH THE DOMESTIC CHAPLAINS OF THE ARCH- 
BISHOP OF BALTIMORE.—NO. VI. OF THE PROTESTANTS.— 
‘DOCTRINES AND PRACTICES” OF THE CHURCH OF ROME IN 
REGARD TO IsT, TRADITION; 2D, THE VULGATE; 3D, SENSE 
OF SCRIPTURE. 


Our priests are hard to satisfy. At first they carefully put forth a 
refusal to hold controversy; afterwards they complain that our articles 
are not argumentative. hy need they be, when the avowed state 
of the case is, objection on one side, and explanation on the other? 
At first they set out only to explain “the doctrines and practices” of 
the Church of Rome; afterwards they set to work to abuse and mis- 
represent Christians and their doctrines. We fully explained our- 
selves from the first; we adhere to our method. Our only object is 
to let the people know what popery is; and we are as much aided in 
this, by all true statements and explanations of the priests, as by our 
own direct work. Their affectation of superior moderation and good 
manners—their studied use of the term ‘“nti- Catholic,” when they 
mean Protestant—their threat of flying the track unless we are very 
civil,—and all that,—is ridiculous enough.. But even this is an ex- 
planation ‘‘of the doctrines and practices” of the church of Rome. 

We devoted one article, our last, to the subject of the Apocrypha; 
not that we considered the explanation of the priests in their No. I. 
deserving of special notice; but on account of the importance of the 
subject, and the apprehension that it might not be generally under- 
stood. We shall pay our respects in this No. to three articles of the 
Archbishop’s gentlemen; the subjects are stated at the head of our 
paper. The gentlemen boast of the execution they are doing. The 
game they kill must be very small; for their metal is of the lightest 
sort. 


I. No. II. of the priests, answers the 2d objection of the first head 
of our first No. on the subject of Tradition. The Council of Trent 
decreed in its IV. Session, that unwritten traditions which were receiv- 
ed by the apostles from Christ, or from the Holy Ghost, and which 
have been handed down to us, by a constant succession in the church 
Catholic—whether they relate to faith or morals, are to be equally re- 
ceived and reverenced, as the books of the Old and New Testaments, 
To support this doctrine, the priests argue, I. That this was the doc- 
trine of the apostles themselves, and quote 2 Thess. ii. 15; 2 Tim. i. 
13, and 1 Cor. xi. (34.) II. From the fact that the Scripture is silent 
in regard to many things—such as the mode of baptism, the obligation 
to.keep 4 Sabbath holy, &c. III. From the antiquity of the doctrine, 


~~ 

















146 * Controversy with the Domestic Chaplains [Manen, 





the consent of the fathers, the admissions of Protestants, &c. We 
refer the reader to their No. II. 

Now we say, by way of objection, and ask for explanation hereto, 
as followeth: 

1. That admitting the word of God to be obligatory upon us, even 
when unwritten,—we demand proof not only in every particular case 
“ that this pretended unwritten word in fact came from God; but we 
demand proof that God ever intimated his intention, to have his peo- 
ple thus permanently bound by tradition; and that the men who 
assert this, and offer the tradition, are his ministers. 

9. We deny that there is, or ever was, any Catholic tradition that 
tradition itself is of equal validity with the written word; and def: 
any man to bring clear proof of such a tradition before the Council 
of Trent. 

3. We deny that the church of Rome, in particular, ever had un- 
written tradition of any sort committed to her to keep, and oblige the 
consciences of God’s people withal; but we assert that she is herself 
the synagogue of Satan; and. that multitudes of her doctrines, prac- 
tices and traditions, are expressly con to, the written word of 
God; as for example, all those charged on her in our first No. 

4. We assert that the church of Rome, if she ever had amy unwrit- 
ten traditions coramitted to her, has proved herself so faithless a de- 
pository of whatever else was committed to her, that no sane man 
can rely on her testimony. For example, by her own admission, she 
has allowed several books of holy Scripture to be entirely lost; and 
by the declaration of the priests in this present cuesbuptnduites ath 
has permitted the Hebrew and Greek originals of all the inspired 
books—to be so corrupted, that a Latin translation is better than the 
originals! 

5. We assert that even specific traditions which the priests say 
were committed to her keeping, are lost; for example, in 2 Thess. ii. 
15, quoted by themselves. Paul says (verse 5) he had told the peo- 
ple what withheld ‘‘the son of , leans 3 and that they knew the 
cause perfectly well. Now we demand of the priests, this unwritten 
word!—What did Paul tell them? What is the proof he told them 
so? Where is the evidence of any Catholic tradition, of what he 
told them? 

6. We object, again, that this very pretext of tradition, was the 
source of infinite corruption to the Jewish church, and was expressly 
condemned by Christ, (Mark vii. 9, &c.;) but that church was a purer 
one than that of Rome, its traditions were more innocent than hers,. 
and its authority in spiritual things more evident. Therefore so much 
the worse for Rome. 

7. We object, the enormous eter from such a doctrine; which 
allows the church of Rome to manufacture as.much scripture as she 
wants—just when she wants it. For if the pope, ex cathedra asserts 
a doctrine, it is of faith, he is infallible. 

8. We object, that the Scripture is positive in asserting its owm 
sufficiency, yea, perfection, (2 Tim. iii. 17. 1 Peter i. 23. James it. 
18. John xx. 31, &c.;) and that this assertion is confitmed by the 
sweet experience of every child of God, according to Christ’s promise, 
(John. vii. 17.) 
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9. We object, finally, that if all possible traditions could be estab- 
lished, yea, could be proved to run back to the very disciples of the 
apostles, or to the apostles themselves; not one of them could be 
allowed, even to add to, much less to take from, or to pervert, or cor- 
rupt the written word of God. A human record, cannot be explained 
even, much less controlled, enlarged, or abridged, by oral testimony, 
even of the best witnesses. Least of all, can a divine record be made 
a nose of wax, by interested, unscrupulous, ignorant, polluted human 
witnesses. 

Away with your traditions. They are all false. And if they 
were all truae—what need has the sun of righteousness of your far- 
thing candles? 

II. The third article of. the priests is devoted to the 3d objection 
of the ist head of our No. I., and professes to vindicate the church 
of Rome from the impiety of making the Latin rulgate version of 
the Scriptures instead of the Hebrew and Greek originals, AUTHENTIC. 
The Council of Trent in its IV. Session, (see Ladd. and Coss. vol. 
xiv. p. 747,) expressly declares that this old and vulgar Latin edition, 
as the decree calls it, shall in allgpublic readings, disputations, preach- 
ings and expositions, be esteemed AUTHENTIC. We asserted this, in 
our first article, and gave the reference; but the priests in the begin- 
ming of their 3d No. say—This is asserted, but ewnfortunately not 
proved.” What do they mean? Do they deny the decision of the 
Council of Trent? Or do they reject the Jesurrs Lablius and Cos- 
sart as witnesses? Or have they an expurgated edition of the coun- 
cils, as well as of Bellarmine? Or do they consider, with the holy 
Council of Constance, that no faith is to be kept with heretics? Or 
do they only write at random? 

We refer the reader to the article of the priests, and content our- 
selves with the following observations, on this subject, and on the 
monstrous conduct of Rome in regard to it. . 

1. God caused his holy word to be written in certain languages, of 
which Latin was not one; the church of Rome has set aside the ori- 
ginals, and decreed a certain Latin translation to be aurHENTIC, and 
of exclusive public use. Now herein she has most obviously been 
guilty of daring impiety to God, and audacious tyranny to the souls 
of men; and moreover, has asserted as true, that which is utterly 
false; for nothing is more absolutely certain, than that the Latin vul- 
gate is not the auTHentic Bible, the divinely inspired word—but 
a mere human translation. 

2. This vulgate Papal Bible might be the. best translation that was 
ever made, (which it is not,) and might be universally admitted to be 
—and yet the impiety, falsehood and tyranny of the church of Rome, 
be not a whit lessened; for the question is not which translation is the 
best; but it is, what is the original, authentic, inspired word of God? 
This is the question which the priests must meet; and all their tricks, 
and shifts, and false charges against Protestant versions, which no- 
body ever pretended to be the inspired or authentic originals, have 
nothing to do with the point in debate. 

3. The fact, however, is that the vulgate instead of being inspired 
and infallible as Morinus, Saurez, and other papists contend, or 
authentic, as the church asserts, was originally only, as to the Old 
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Testament, a translation of a translation, being at first made from the 
Septuagint version and not from the original Hebrew;—which many 
distinguished papists during many ages believed to be an accursed 
tongue, invented by the Devil, and which made every man a heretic 
who read it. 

4. To pretend that the vulgate version is better than the originals 
themselves, because these originals are corrupted, is, if the fact were 
true, the most fearful condemnation that could be brought against 
Rome. For who corrupted these originals?) Who had the custody 
of them? When were they corrupted? The priests beast of the use 
of their version since Jerome, say since the beginning of the fifth 
century; and they say, the originals were so corrupt, the version is to 
be preferred. Then within three or four centuries after Christ, on 
their own showing, they had allowed the oracles of God committed 
to their church, to become so corrupt that the originals were no longer 
to be relied on! How then can we be sure she has kept the copy 

ure? 

5. But all these pretences are false. (1.) It is utterly false that 
the originals ever became corrupt; the Jewish Scriptures remain as 
they were when they were first written; and the Christian Scriptures 
have been preserved pure and unaltered. We defy all the impious 
and atheistic malice of Rome, to prove corruption on the sacred text; 
and challenge them to undertake the task.—(2.) We defy them to 
reconcile the vulgate even with itself, much less with God’s inspired 
word. For example, the Sixtine, with the Clementine edition. Both 
of these editions were issued by an infallible pope of Rome; both 
were pronounced authentic and set forth as exclusively correct, and 
that under the solemnities of a papal curse; and yet the differences 
between the two are counted by hundreds, yea, by thousands! Isi- 
dore Clarius, in the preface to his edition of the vulgate, says he cor- 
rected eight thousand of the most material errors he found in other 
editions. And that Thomas Horne, so confidently quoted by our 
priests to uphold their vulgate, gives (vol. ii. p. 200) a list of import- 
ant passages contained in the authentic Bible of the infallible Pope © 
Sixtus, which are omitted in the equally authentic Bible of the equal- 
ly infallible Pope Clement; and a still longer list of passages inserted 
by the latter, which the former had rejected! So that, read as he 
may, the papist is sure of being wrong, and of being cursed by 
a pope! 

B. TWe crave information, as to what was the authentic Bible of the 
church of Rome, before the decree of the Council of Trent? Was 
it still Jerome’s translation? If so, we crave the proof of this fact? 
If not, we desire to know if Rome claims the right not only to make 
unwritten revelation—but to make that authentic written revelation, 
which was not authentic before? We also desire to know what was 
the wuthentic Bible of the church of Rome before Jerome, on whom 
the priests father their Bible, made his translation;—and whether 
Rome claims authority to change her authentic Bible—if she had one 
before Jerome’s? And when the priests come to tell us about the 
unanimous consent of the fathers being the rule of judgment, we 
should like to hear a solution of St. ao § (the greatest of them) 
violent condemnation of Jerome’s Bible. 
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When these objections to ‘the doctrines and practices’ of Rome 
against God’s holy word, are exp!ained—we may, possibly, have 
more to advance. 

III. Our 1st objection against Rceme, in the Ist head of our 1st No., 
regarded her corruption of the canon of Scripture by adding the 
Apocrypha; our 2d, her corrupting the whole body of it, by her 
“doctrine and practice” of tradition; our 3d, her dishonoring and 
dethroning all Scripture by making a mere human translation authen- 
tic; our 4th, which we now come to fortify, her corruption of the 
sense of Scripture, by interposing the opinions of the fathers so-called, 
and the authority of the church, between the human conscience and 
God’s word—and forcing and swearing her people to understand and 
believe God himself, only in that sense, which the fathers and the 
church shall direct. 

The 4th article of the priests, pretends to reply to this 4th charge 
of our Ist head. But there is not even an attempt to defend the 
horrid doctrine of their church about the authority of the fathers. 
And in their last article, No. V., they pass on to our 5th objection— 
without even pretending to notice the fathers. Do the priests give 
up the fathers, as incapable of defence? Do they give up the holy 
Trent Council, as having decided falsely as to their authority? If 
not, we gently pull their reverend lawn, to remind them that we 
have proved out of their Trent Council, by their own Labbius and 
Cossart, and by their own creed—that the Scripture is to be under- 
stood in that sense and no other, which is ‘‘according to the unanimous 
consent of the fathers; which doctrine, we humbly beg, may be “‘ez- - 
plained” from the Bible; or if the gentlemen prefer it, from some 
other equally good authority. 

This No. IV. of our priests, merely attempts to vindicate the au- 
thority of the church to oblige the whole world to receive the Scrip- 
tures in that sense in which she receives them, and in no other. A 
windy, wordy, empty thing; to which our only reply is, a respectful 
request to be told, whether “‘Hornius, himself a Protestant’—from 
whom they profess to quote nearly a column of folly—is the same 
“celebrated historian,” of whom the Priest Moreri says, that he was 
crazy, and ran naked about the streets saying “J am Adam?” 

Let us add—that if the priests will condescend to make an argu- 
ment—or something having the shape of one—to prove that the 
power claimed by their church is really vested in it by God; we will 
set about a reply to it. Meantime, we- proceed to suggest against 
such pretended authority: 

1. If Rome has, from God, an authority to expound his word, 
which men may not resist or gainsay—without offending God; then 
it is most obvious, Rome becomes the absolute mistress of the world, 
and the pope is invested with all the power of a God. But as Rome 
has proved herself cruel, bloody, false and corrupt, this fearful author- 
ity ought to be very clearly proved, before men submit to it. 

2. From the nature of the case, such a delegation of power from 
God can only be proved by God; for no man can give any sufficient 
proof of himself, that God has in fact given him a power of this sort. 
We must have the interposition of God directly, or we must have the 
testimony of his word already established by a divine interposition. 
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Either work us a miracle, or show us a thus saith God; and then we 
will believe. 

3. But in deciding upon the proof—whether it be propounded in 
the form of argument, of evidence, of miracle, or of revelation—we 
must, every one for himself, judge of its sufficiency, and submit only 
when it is sufficient. For the church to prove its power by Scripture, 
is to allow us to judge of the sense of Scripture; and so subvert the 
very pretence that she alone can expound that sense. For her to say 
the sense of it is so and so, and thereby prove her authority to ex- 
pound, by violently using the very power to be proved;—this is force 
‘and fraud, not sense and reason. But if we can judge of such scrip- 
‘tures as prove the power of Rome, we can judge also of the sense of 
of all Scripture; for these are not any plainer, but are much darker 
than most. 

4. In point of fact the Scriptures are plain enough, in all essential 
points and parts; and they who take them for their guide differ amongst 
themselves incomparably less, than the factions in the bosom of the 
Roman church differ from each other. And those differences which 
do exist, produce a thousand fold less difficulty ‘than such as exist in 
the church of Rome. Forexample: the Jesuit Maimbourg declares, 
in the beginning of his reagent A the Great Schism of the West, that 
there had been twenty-nine schisms in the bosom of the papal church, 
upon the naked question—who is pope? And we know that bloody 
wars, sorthe of them desolating half of Europe, were the consequence 
of meay ef these twenty-nine schisms. 

5. If the Scriptures need to be explained, God has appointed a true 
‘and evangelical ministry, and simple and apostolical ordinances, for 
the aid of his people, in this respect; and the Great Expositor, viz.: 
‘the Holy Spirit, is promised to all who seek his aid. There is an 
immeasurable difference between saying to men, we beseech you for 
Christ’s sake, be ye reconciled to God, and saying, BELIEVE THE 
‘CHURCH, OR EXPECT THE RACK, THE DUNGEON, AND THE STAKE. 
‘The former is the voice of the true messenger; the latter that of the 
Roman church. ; 

6. But even if the Scripture is hard to understand—so also are 
‘expositions of it. It is fully as easy to comprehend God, as the Pope. 
Indeed such portions of Scripture as are the most important are most 
clear; so that even the way-faring man, though he were a fool, need 
not err therein; and such 1s their own testimony. Whereas the ex- 
positions of Rome, and the fathers, are often absurd, contradictory, 
‘captious, and even incomprehensible. How is it possible for us to 
understand the expositor, except by the same method that we under- 
stood God? And why do not the popes, councils, and doctors, who 
declare the sense of God, need another expositor as much as God 
needs them? 

7. Even, however, supposing a living and* authoritative expositor 
necessary, we assert that the Roman church has not one particle of 
claim to such a power. We crave a clear exposition of what the 
priests mean by the church? Whois to give this obligatory sense? 
Is it the pope? Or a general council? Orboth? Or either? Or all 
the prelates? Or the priests? Or who? Where are we to look for 
this divine sense-keeper of God’s word and people? 
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8. Again—this church of Rome has most generally erred when 
she has undertaken this task of setting forth the sense of Scripture; 
and has often erred most capitally. Her popes have contradicted 
each other; so have her councils, and her doctors; and the bulk of 
their ‘doctrine and practices’’ is contrary to the word of God. See 
their creed, in our first number, and the heresies deduced from it. 
Of all churches, not one has proved herself a more unfit guide in 
morals, or a more unsound teacher of faith, than this papal apostacy. 
. 9. It is chiefly for this pretension of Rome, to be supreme and 
infallible both over conscience and over Scripture, that we allow her 
to be the very Anti-Christ. (2 Thess. ii. 4.) Far above all magistrates, 
who though they be called gods, are far below infallibility; yea, far 
above himself, giving law to the Scriptures, to conscience, and 
to the Spirit of God within us; beyond expression presumptuous and 
audacious—even daring to impose her judgment upon the solemn 
and final decrees of our only law-giver and judge, Christ the Lord—- 
and to re-judge the Holy Ghost himself! 

10. The sufficiency of the Scripture as a rule of faith and morals, 
involves of necessity, the divine nght of private judgment in matters 
of religion. This latter doctrine lies at the very foundation of all 
morality, all accountability, all virtue, all real knowledge. We must 
examine, reason, judge, decide, act, for ourselves. “Every one of us: 
shall account for himself to God,’’ at whose bar we are all to stand; 
and so Paul wrote to Rome before she fell, (Rom. xiv. 12.) As no 
man can be saved or damned in our stead, nor we in his, so neither 
can we shift upon him the responsibility of living and dying aright. 
The contrary doctrine is the parent of ignorance, vice, misery, cor- 
ruption, and ruin. 

No—no; thank God, we have found out a better way than any 
Rome has to teach us. We have learnt the will of God better, blessed 
be his name, than to cast away Christ and take the pope for our master; 
we love his pure, free, and glorious service, too well to sell our liberty 
and birthright for the bondage of a polluted, irrational, un-scriptural, 
empty and tawdry superstition. .* 


** 





{For the Spirit of the x1x. Century.] 


REVIEW OF “AN ESSAY CONCERNING THE UNLAWFULNESS OF A MAN’S: 
MARRYING WITH HIS SISTER BY AFFINITY; WITH A REVIEW OF 
THE VARIOUS ACTS OF THE HIGHEST JUDICATORY OF THE PRES-. 
BYTERIAN CHURCH IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, TOUCHING 
THIS AND SIMILAR CONNEXIONS. BY COLIN MC.IVER, V¥. D. M.” 
PHILADA.: H. HOOKER, 178 cHEsnuT sT., 1842. 18mo. pr. 163.. 


Here is the title of a work, to which, as a literary performance, 
we might find some objection, in that air of minuteness and unneces-. 
sary precision of ssion, of which the title itself is a fair speci-. 
men. But such and so many are the grounds for commendation pre- 
sented, both by writer and publisher, that we are quite willing to 
leave this unenviable employment of exposing blemishes to professed 
and practised critics. Indeed we are not sure, that the evidently 
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elaborate style in which the book is written, is a fault, when connect- 
ed with the great virtue of precision and perspicuity of thought, 
which is every where obvious. Our country and age is redolent 
with the premature productions of prurient writers, who appear to 
emulate by rapidity of composition, the magic operations of, steam 
presses, and aim to secure for exuberance, the reputation vainly sought 
for excellence. There are no marks of hasty thought in this book. 
If our author has not observed the rule of the Latin poet, as to this 
particular publication, he has evidently observed a better, inasmuch 
as he here presents himself in the attitude occupied fifteen years 
since, and the public we doubt not, will say that he has lost nothing 
by the time spent in maturing his opinions. 

If compelled as critics to pronounce judgment on the work as a 
literary performance, there is one point, and but one, in which we 
feel that inexcusable fault exists. Our views of long sentences may 
be peculiar, but apologists for such, must admit, that on the first and 
second pages, besides several others, the sense would not have been 
injured and greater ease of reading secured, by shorter periods. Let 
this suffice, as to the medium through which Mr. McIver has com- 
municated to the public, some weighty opinions, wholesome truths, 
and solemn admonitions. 

We have been much impressed in the perusal of this book, with a 
feature, too sadly deficient in some ephemeral productions on the 
same subject, to which the same occasion has given birth. -We mean 
the solemnity and yet tenderness with which the writer has treated 
the topic before him. He is in earnest. He is not so much an en- 
quirer after truth, a partizan in a contest, a combatant for victory, a 
biblical critic parading his learning, as he is an expounder of the law, 
in whose exposition for the instruction of others, he at the same time, 
and very modestly interweaves the process by which-his own mind 
has received its convictions. 

It is unnecessary to fill these pages with extracts from the work, in 
confirmation of the remarks just made. No extracts could do the 
writer justice. The work is one. Its very brevity, the close chain 
of argument, and the nature of the subject render all attempts to do 
it justice by such a procedure, unavailing. After abrief introduction, 
we are presented with a clear statement of the rule of the Confession 
of Faith; then an interpretation of the Scripture law, preceded by a 
brief, but pertinent explanation of certain important terms and phras- 
es, occurring in the Confession and Scripture, and used in the discus- 
sion; and to the exposition of the law, he appends the consideration 
and refutation of the prominent popular objections. To a concise 
review of former ecclesiastical decisions, he adds some general reflec- 
tions, breathing a Christian spirit, conceived and expressed in a man- 
ner, which do eee to his head and heart, and evince that solemnity 
and dignity which pervade the whole discussion. To the biblical 
investigation of this subject, we have no objection, for its own sake. 
. We may add, we have no fears for the result, as Presbyterians abiding 

by our Confession. But we thought, in the Assembly, there was no 
place for such a discussion. The Assembly sat as a court, not a €on- 
vention, a court of law as well as equity. The simple question was, 
“sustain” or “not sustain” the appeal. It is evident, that to sustain 
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it, the Book must be laid aside, and some new interpretation of Scrip- 
ture assumed. But the Assembly has no right, in any capacity, and 
least of all, as an appellate court, to touch the law. The accused 
may appeal, as his friends now propose, from the Assembly to the 
church in its Presbyteries. We claim no infallibility for the Confes- 
sion. But while it stands as it is, but one course is open. In pros- 
pect of a renewal, then, of investigation, we regard this little volume 
as an invaluable accession to our theological libraries. In the mean- 
time, however, there is one portion of it, which has suggested some 
painful reflections, and presents an occasion on which we feel bound 
to publish them. 
his marriage question, in spite of the explicit language of our 
Book, has been virtually sub judice in the Presbyterian church for 
about one hundred years. True, it was decided, in thesi, in 1825 and 6, 
and that by a vote of 50 Presbyteries affirmative, 18 negative, and 
20 not reporting, on the question of retaining the law. Had the 
twenty not reporting been of the negative, it is natural to suppose, 
they would have been anxious to be heard. If of the affirmative, 
they knew that their silence would, by law, be as effective against 
any change, as their vote could be. But while on this ground, we 
may fairly claim them to swell the majority; yet conceding half, or 
all, to the negative, the result is not materially affected. And yet 
men now violate the law, either with impunity, or in the profession 
of principles opposed to the clear and constitutionally expressed voice 
of the church. Others called to decide say, ‘‘we must consider,” our 
minds are undecided. Now here is evidence of the existence of 
flagrant inconsistency, to use no harsaer term, and at the same time, 
of the abundant freedom of opinion, in the pale of a communion, 
much abused, of late, for tyranny and inquisitorial action. Weby no 
means desire to abridge freedom of opinion, nor will we say, that on 
every unessential point of doctrine, much less of church-order, a per- 
fect agreement is required or expected as a necessary term of minis- 
terial, not to say, laycommunion. But there are some positions here 
obvious to common sense, of which many lose sight. Ina country 
verbial, (and to its shame amongst some nations,) for the great 
iversity of religious sects, arising from what some call its religious 
licentiousness, not liberty, will any one pretend, that his connexion 
with any particular church is matter of necessity? The world is be- 
fore him where to choose. He voluntarily subscribes our standards, 
not for substance of doctrine, but as containing the system of doctrine 
taught in the word of God. Mark the language. He adopts the 
Confession as his. He professes to believe that its statements are 
Scriptural. If this be not the meaning of the language, it is non- 
sense. He approves the Form of Government. Now whoever does 
all this, does it either ignorantly or knowingly. If the former, he 
but vates the crime of dissent. Whoever does the latter, vio-~ 
lates his own solemn engagements by subsequent denial. True, a 
man may change his opinion; then let him, in consistency, change 
his church. One can be done as easily as the other. But while a 
Presbyterian in profession, be so in practice. Is there —— in 
turning out of doors a man who violates the peace and order of my 
house? ee he is an inmate of my family; suppose a contract 
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between us, that while he conforms to my known principles and 
modes of life, he is a welcome inmate; am_I therefore bound to en- 
dure patiently his outrages on the decencies of life? I trownot. Or ~ 
in civil government, who will tolerate a man who violates the social 
compact? Is liberty of opinion to be the city of refuge for eve 
mal-content, for every violator of human and divine law? Then is 
all government at an end. We all surrender our ——- to do wrong 
by entering any society, ecclesiastical or civil. Let the proper line 
be drawn. An infringement of liberty of conscience, finds place 
when men are compelled to violate the dictates of conscience, under 
forfeiture of some unalienable right. Does the Presbyterian church 
prescribe such a code? By no means. Youcame in among us. It 
was your act. Noone forced you. You knew our principles. You 
agreed that they were yours. You promised to abide by them. 
You change your opihions. Our principles remaining the same, you 
must change your church. True, a man may in all points, but some 
one, prefer the Presbyterian church. Must we then yield that point? 
One requires concession to believe in Universalism, another to bea Pela- 
gian, another an Arminian, another a Unitarian, another a Baptist, and 
another to marry his sister by affinity. Were it nottoograve a subject, 
a smile would be provoked, on the almost inevitable recurrence to the 
mind of the celebrated little poem of Cowper, called ‘‘Hypocrisy De- 
tected,” and commencing, ‘‘Thus saith the prophet of the task,” &c. 
Mr. McIver devotes much e and labor to the refutation of 
erroneous opinions, and the discussion of objections. Had his 
Essay been written four months later than it was, it could scarce- 
ly have been more timely in this respect. The Assembly had 
hardly pronounced its decision in the case of Mr. McQueen, ere it 
was most violently assailed from various quarters. Several secular 
prints, at once evinced the wonderful acquisitions of their conductors, 
in Hebrew and Rabbinic lore, in ecclesiastical law and Jewish antiqui- 
ties. Tosome of the New School men, who have diligently advocat- 
ed the positions on which we have just animadverted, it was evident 
that a great blunder had been committed; public sentiment, (their 
final judge, one might infer from some things, ) must utterly 
the Old School Assembly. The decision was of a piece with the 
celebrated acts of ’37. Much more was said to the same purpose, a 
purpose evidently resembling that of certain defamers, who will not 
say, how sadly you have sinned, but charitably express their convic- 
tions that others think you have, and so by and by, make it out you 
are an egregiously naughty fellow. One threw open his columns for 
discussion, as usual not advertising Ais position, till Ike other weather 
wiseacres, he had ascertained the direction of the wind-ef public 
sentiment. Perhaps he might have gone on to perfection, noc ps com- 
mitted, ere this, that solecism in his editorial career, of expressing @ 
decided opinion, had not a certain D. D. put ina veto. Others not 
having the fear of this ‘“‘esteemed minister” before their eyes, went 
on to arraign the Assembly before the bar of biblical criticism in New 
York, and that of human reason and human pedantry in Boston. 
= issued, a en . the the form of a decision, which 
might commence, “Omicron, J.,’”’ a very judicial looking opinion, 
closing with the authoritative decdenntions. “These seabed being 
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sustained, it would follow, that the late decision of the General As- 
sembly was not required by the word of God.” We trust that on 
the first vacancy on the Bench of the empire state, ‘“Omicron’s”’ 
claims to a seat will not be overlooked. To him weare indebted for 
an argument, which if correct, leads to the conclusion, that among 
the Jews there prevailed a state of society, but little, if at all, better 
than what now exists in Turkey. He also seems to infer from the 
conduct of David and Solomon, that concubinage and polygamy were 
actually no vices. Ali this is of the very essence of Retonaliam. 
Right is not right, if human reason can discover that it is wrong; and 

is not wrong, if human reason can discover it to be right. God 
has no moral code, but abides the conduct of his creatures, and reg- 
ulates the most important interests and the most solemn duties by the 
state of society, the condition of a country, the heat of a climate. 
‘Great men are not always wise.” This trite remark from an old 
book, older perhaps than Leviticus, proves a greater advance in wis- 
dom, at that day, than some men have made in the “light of the 
nineteenth century,” if confidence in such positions as Omicron’s be 
taken as a specimen of modern discrimination. 

From the Athens of America, now claiming to be its Jerusalem 
too, we have a most Jearned “‘opinion,’’ rather in the manner of a con- 
sulting advocate, than that of a chief justice. Here we are taught, 
among other wonders, that owing to “the crowded state” of a “semi 
heathen” people—(so German Rationalists generally speak of the 
followers of Moses,) it was necessary, by special enactment, to bar 
the ingress against temptations to lewdness, between near relations 
ae in the same or adjacent tents. Strange that no prohibition 
is foiind as to a father and daughter, or an uncle and niece. In the 
former case we should su the “crowded state’ would afford to 
these “‘semi heathen’’ fathers abundant opportunities and temptations. 

Objections to the Presbyterian interpretation are based on a variety 
of views, some founded on Scripture, others on reason, others on 
conscience and others again on the mere uncertainty. As to this~ 
last, we have but one word. In doubtful cases safety is in that course 
against which we know there is no law. A certain opponent of the 
temperance reform argued once, that we are commanded to drink a 
little:—when asked for the precept, he replied, ‘Be temperate in all 
things.” Perhaps these wise men of Gotham and the New Jerusa- 
lem, will not even find that much of a precept, binding widowers to 
marry sisters by affinity. On the grounds of convenience and reason, 
there is, perhaps, as much to be advanced against, as for such mar- 
riages. r. MclI. very well observes that by such a marriage, moth- 
erless children exchange an aunt, (supposed of course by the ve 
nature of the argument, to be affectionately desirous of their we 
being,) for a step-mother, whose sympathies for her sister’s children 
will naturally be very much weakened by affection for herown. A 
worthy deacon was once made a preacher. A member of his church 
observed, ‘‘we have lost a good deacon and gained a poor preacher.”’ 

The great battle must be fought on the 18th chapter of Leviticus; 
and. specially on the 16th verse. As to the critical argument on a 
“‘wife to another,”’ or a ‘“‘wife to her sister,’’ while we mex yr 
inform our judge that the late Assembly consisted of men who thin 
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for themselves—yet we must say that his effort to upset the exposi- 
tion which he supposes decided it, and that by authority rather than 
truth, is a most signal failure. By his own showing, this phrase be- 
comes an anak Aryouevoy, and the eight instances of similar idiom ap- 
phonies to inanimate objects are out of the question; then all the 
earned distinctions as to reciprocal and distributive ideas, are of no 
force. Who then will say, that the prohibition to take a natural sister 
to another in her life-time, to ver her, necessarily implies, either that 
any other woman may be so taken, or that she may be, when her sis- 
ter is dead? Such an assumption is clearly a petitio principit;—and 

et one branch of it is as clear as the other, and the learned Hebraist 
in proving the lawfulness of incest, also proves the innocence of 


poligamy. 

ae gt has been laid on the use of the word wife. Does it 
mean widow? Mr. Mclver here adducesan important fact. ‘‘When- 
ever a woman, whose husband is dead, is mentioned in immediate con- 
nexion with the name of him to whom she had been married, she is in- 
variably termed fis wife, while whenever ‘‘widow’’ is mentioned, ‘i 
ts never found in connexion with a husband s name, or with the least 
allusion to it.”” _ He gives seven instances of the former case, rather, 
six, and Lev. xviii. 16 is the seventh; and fifty one of the latter. 
How far this defines the phrase in the New Testament respecting the 
crime of Herod, we shall not determine: but it bears forcibly to 
show, that here, incest and not polygamy, is forbidden in verse 16. 

The prohibitory clause is peculiar to this place. Hence all the 
learning of the Bostonian Daniel is thrown away in his labored effort 
to show that it means lewdness.- For he has left out of view the fact, 
that his comments bear on the word nakedness, merely. We réadil 
admit, this word was used to indicate shame, disgrace, &e. But wi 
the phrase ‘‘uncover the nakedness,” we associate ideas according 
with the context. The prohibition to do this in certain cases implies 
its lawfulness in others. The ‘‘Puritan’s’’ mistake here reminds us 
of a celebrated Hebraist (in his own esteem,) who undertook to prove 
that the word ‘‘nephesh” did not mean a soul, inasmuch as it was trans- 
lated a ‘swelling bottle.” When his authority was consulted, it ap- 
peared that he had taken his meaning from Gesenius’s Lexicon, where 
the derivation was placed under the primitive, and had mistaken a 
compound, ‘‘nephesh-bottim,”’ for the simple word. We trust when 
the next Puritan Extra is mailed to Presbyterian ministers, to enlight- 
en them in their dark estate, and relieve them from some of the an- 
tiquated notions of the 17th century, the writer will examine his 
Bible more and the rabbies less: otherwise, he can hardly eXpect us 
to secure his precious gems of oriental learning, even when explicitly 
informed, not only where they may be had, but particularly directed 
in what words to enquire for them, a direction charitably given lest we 
might light on something else, not so profitable to us or at least to his 


—purse. . 

The opinions of this periodical on the whole subject have already 
been so fully expressed, that we have used this occasion designedly, 
rather for ee more general views, than for entering anew 

oO 


into the discussion of the question. If our readers have not perused 
the little volume which has opened the way for these remarks, we 
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beg their attention to it. From some signs, we presume the question 
is again to be tried in our church courts. We know nothing which 
will more fully repay perusal than this Essay, and nothing better cal- 
culated to lead the impartial and unprejudiced to a sound decision. 
The discussion of this question so far, has been strongly marked in 
the geographical position of the combatants. All north of us are 
not opposed to the view of the Confession, nor all south in favor, 
may be true; but here, as in other cases, we see reason for the re- 
mark of a celebrated French traveller in the United States, that in 
delineating American character, it may be presented under two lead- 
ing aspects designated by the running title of his chapter on the sub- 
ject, ‘‘Le Virginien et le Yankee.” Which is to establish the public 
sentiment of the union on this question, remains to be seen. 





THE FUNERAL OF THE MASS. 
Cuapter VII.—Against the Mass. 


1. THz mass, according to the Romish doctors, is a sacrifice of the 
body and blood of Christ propitiatory for the sins of the living and 
dead; and so it is defined by the Council of Trent, Session 22. 
Against such a mass, we might allege all the arguments already 
made’use of against transubstantiation, and the pretended presence 
of. Christ’s in the host; for our adversaries confess that those 
reasons which destroy transubstantiation, and the pretended presence 
of Christ’s body in the host, do also destroy the mass. But in this 
chapter we shall only use such arguments as are directly against 
the mass, and do utterly destroy it. : 

2. The first argument is drawn from this, viz., that in the institu- 
tion and first celebration of the eucharist, Jesus Christ did not sacri- 
fice nor offer his body and blood to his Father, as appears by what is 
mentioned by the three evangelists and the Apostle Paul, in whose 
writings there is not the least footstep to be seen of a sacrifice, or 
oblation of Christ’s body and blood. This Bellarmin confesseth in 
Book I. of the Mass, chap. xxvii. in these words: The oblation which 
is made after consecration, belongs to the entireness of the sacrament, 
but is not of its essence; which I prove, because neither our Lord nor 
his apostles, did make this oblation at the first, as we have demon- 
strated out of Gregory. The Jesuit Salmeron, in Tom. xiii. of his 
Commentaries on the epistles of Paul, makes a catalogue of unwritten 
traditions, in which he puts the ecclesiastical hierarchy, the worship- 
ping of images, the mass, the manner of sacrificing, and the tradition 
that Jesus Christ did offer a sacrifice in the bread and wine. Card. Bar- 
onius in his Annals on the year 53, freely confesseth that the sacri- 
fice of the eucharist is an unwritten tradition. A strange thing that 
the mass, whicli is the foundation of the Romish church (for the doc- 
tors require nothing of the people, but that they should go to mass,) 
cannot be found to have been instituted or commanded by Jesus 
Christ. And the truth is, if Jesus Christ, in the celebration of the 
eucharist, had offered unto God his Father a sacrifice of his body and 
blood, propitiatory for the sins of the living and dead, then there had 
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been no need that he should have been sacrificed again on the cross, 
because, having already expiated our sins in the sacrifice of the eu- 
charist, there was no need he should expiate them again on the cross. 
To this I add, that Paul, Ephes. iv. 11, mentions the offices which 
Jesus Christ left his church when he ascended into heaven, in these 
words: He gave some apostles, and some prophets,and some evangelists, 
and some pastors, and teachers, but makes no mention at all of the 
sacrificers of Christ’s body and blood, nor in 1 Tim., nor in the epis- 
tle to Titus, when he describes the duty of bishops, presbyters, and 
deacons, without making the least mention of this sacrificing of 
Christ’s body and blood. 

3. The second argument is drawn from the definition of a sacrifice, 
as it is given us by our adversaries. Card. Bellarmin’ in Book I. of 
the Mass, chap. ii. defines it. thus: Sacrifice is an external oblation 
made to God alone, whereby in acknowledgment of human infirmity, 
and the divine Majesty, the lawful minister consecrates by a mystical 
ceremony, and destroys something that is sensible and permanent. From 
these last words, viz., that the lawful minister destroys something that 
is sensible, I form two arguments which destroy the sacrifice of the 
mass. 

The first is this, in every sacrifice the thing sacrificed must fall 
under our senses; for our adversaries say it is a sensible thing: but 
the body and blood of Christ, which are pretended to be sacrificed 
in the mass, under the accidents of the bread and wine, do not fall 
under our senses, as we find by experience: therefore the body and 
blood of Christ, which are pretended to be under the accidents of the 
bread and wine, are not the thing sacrificed. 

The second argument is this: in every true sacrifice, the thing sac- 

rificed must be utterly destroyed; that is, it must be so ch , that 
it must cease to be what it was before, as Bellarmin saith in 88 
terms in the place above cited: but in the pretended sacrifice of the 
mass, Christ’s body and blood are not destroyed, for Jesus Christ dieth 
no more, Rom. vi. 9. Therefore, in the pretended sacrifice of the 
mass, the body and blood of Christ are not the thing sacrificed. 
« 4. To these two arguments Bellarmin, in Book I. of the Mass, ch. 
xxvii. and other Romish doctors, answer, that Christ’s body simply is 
not the thing sacrificed in the mass, but it is Christ’s body, as it is 
under the species of the bread, and that it is in reference to the spe- 
cies of the bread, that Christ’s body is sensible and. visible. 

Secondly, They answer that in the sacrifice of the mass; Christ’s 
body is destroyed in respect of its sacramental being, but notin respect 
of its natural being; for when it is eaten in the sacrament, it ceaseth 
to be under the species of the bread. 

5, To these answers I reply, first, That Christ’s body is not visible 
by the species of the bread, because, as our adversaries say, that hides 
it from us, and hinders us from seeing it. And although a substance 
may be visible, and cognizable by its accidents, yet it is never so by 
the accidents of another substance; and consequently Jesus Christ 
may be said to be visible by his own cnthlontn teed not by the acvi- 
dents of the bread, which are just alike both in the consecrated and 
unconsecrated hosts; and it is a ridiculous shift to say that Christ’s 
body is visible under the species of the bread, because that species is 
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visible; for as we cannot see wine that is in a hogshead, because we 
see the hogshead; and we cannot see money that is in a purse closed, 
because we see the purse; so neither can we see the y under the 
species of the bread, because we see the species; for as our adversa- 
ries say, that species hinders us from seeing it. 

6. Secondly, I say, that by the sacramental being is understood, 
only an accidental being of Jesus Christ, (for example, his presence 
in the sacrament,) or else besides that, is understood his substantial 
being too. If his substantial being be also understood, (seeing the 
substantial being of a thing is nothing else but its substance me 4 na- 
ture,) then it will follow that if Jesus Christ be destroyed in the sac- 
rament of the eucharist in respect of his substantial being, he must 
also be destroyed in respect of his natural being, which is contrary 
to what the Apostle saith, Rom. vi. 9, that Jesus Christ dieth no more. 
If an accidental being of Jesus Christ be only understood, (for exam- . 
ple, his presence in the sacrament,) then these absurdities will follow, 
viz. 

First, That the sacrifice of the mass will be the sacrifice of an ac- 
cident only, and not of Jesus Christ, because the presence of Jesus 
Christ is not Jesus Christ himself, but an accident of him. 

Secondly, It will follow that the sacrifice of the mass, and that of 
the cross will not be the same sacrifice in reference to the thing sac- 
rificed, because Jesus Christ, and his presence are not the same thing; 
Jesus Christ being a substance, and his presence an accident, whic 
is contrary to the decision of the Council of Trent, which hath de- 
termined that the sacrifice of the mass, and that of the cross, are the 
same in reference to the thing sacrificed. 

Thirdly, It will follow that the thing which is destroyed in the sac- 
rament, is not the same with that which was produced there, because 
there is only an accident destroyed, whereas a substance was produced 
by transubstantiation, it is a substantial conversion, as hath been suffi- 
ciently proved. 

F ly, It will follow that the sacrifice of the mass will be offered 
in the priest’s stomach only, because this presence is not destroyed 
till the priest hath eaten the host; and consequently, the sacrifice of 
the mass will be offered after the mass, for this presence is only 
destroyed by the destruction of the accidents; and commonly these 
accidents are not destroyed till after mass is said. 

Fifthly, It will follow that the justice of God will cease to be the 
same; for whereas heretofore it could not be satisfied but by the death 

_of Christ, and by the destruction of his natural being; now God is 
appeased, our sins expiated, and God’s justice satisfied by the destruc- 
tion of his sacramental being only; for they will have it, that the 
a of the mass is propitiatory for the sins of the living and the 
ead. 

7. The third argument is drawn from these words of the Apostle, 
Heb. ix. 22, 23, Almost all things are by the law purged with blood, 
and without shedding of blood is no remission: It was therefore neces- 
sary that the of things in the heavens should be ified with 
these, but the heavenly things themselves with better sacrifices than these. 
From which words I form this argument. There is no propitiation, 
or remission of sins without shedding of blood, as the Apostle saith: 
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been no need that he should have been sacrificed again on the cross, 
because, having already expiated our sins in the sacrifice of the eu- 
charist, there was no need he should expiate them again on the cross. 
To this I add, that Paul, Ephes. iv. 11, mentions the offices which 
Jesus Christ left his church when he ascended into heaven, in these 
words: He gave some apostles, and some prophets,and some evangelists, 
and some pastors, and teachers, but makes no mention at all of the 
sacrificers of Christ’s body and blood, nor in 1 Tim., nor in the epis- 
tle to Titus, when he describes the duty of bishops, presbyters, and 
deacons, without making the least mention of this sacrificing of 
Christ’s body and blood. 

8. The second argument is drawn from the definition of a sacrifice, 
as it is given us by our adversaries. Card. Bellarmin’ in Book I. of 
the Mass, chap. ii. defines it. thus: Sacrifice is an external oblation 
made to God alone, whereby in acknowledgment of human infirmity, 
and the divine Majesty, the lawful minister consecrates by a mystical 
ceremony, and destroys something that is sensible and permanent. From 
these last words, viz:, that the lawful minister destroys something that 
is sensible, I form two arguments which destroy the sacrifice of the 


mass. 

The first is this, in every sacrifice the thing sacrificed must fall 
under our senses; for our adversaries say it is a sensible thing: but 
the body and blood of Christ, which are pretended to be sacrificed 
in the mass, under the accidents of the bread and wine, do not fall 
under our senses, as we find by experience: therefore the body and 
blood of Christ, which are pretended to be under the accidents of the 
bread and wine, are not the thing sacrificed. 

The second argument is this: in every true sacrifice, the thing sac- 

rificed must be utterly destroyed; that 1s, it must be so ch , that 
it must cease to be what it was before, as Bellarmin saith in 88 
terms in the place above cited: but in the pretended sacrifice of the 
mass, Christ's body and blood are not destroyed, for Jesus Christ dieth 
no more, Rom. vi. 9. Therefore, in the pretended sacrifice of the 
mass, the body and blood of Christ are not the thing sacrificed. 
» 4. To these two arguments Bellarmin, in Book I. of the Mass, ch. 
xxvii. and other Romish doctors, answer, that Christ’s body simply is 
not the thing sacrificed in the mass, but it is Christ’s body, as it is 
under the species of the bread, and that it is in reference to the spe- 
cies of the bread, that Christ’s:body is sensible and visible. 

Secondly, They answer that in the sacrifice of the mass; Christ’s 
body is destroyed in respect of its sacramental being, but not.in respect 
of its natural being; for when it is eaten in the sacrament, it ceaseth 
to be under the species of the bread. 

5, To these answers I reply, first, That Christ’s body is not visible 
by the species of ‘the bread, because, as our adversaries say, that hides 
it from us, and hinders us from seeing it. And although a substance 
may be visible, and cognizable by its accidents, yet it is never so by 
the accidents of another substance; and consequently Jesus Christ 
may be said to be visible by his own accidents, but not by the acci- 
dents of the bread, which are just alike both in the consecrated and 
unconsecrated hosts; and it is a ridiculous shift to say that Christ’s 
body is visible under the species of the bread, because that species is 
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visible; for as we cannot see wine that is in a hogshead, because we 
see the hogshead; and we cannot see money that is in a purse closed, 
because we see the purse; so neither can we see the body under the 
species of the bread, because we see the species; for as our adversa- 
ries say, that species hinders us from seeing it. 

6. Secondly, I say, that by the sacramental being is understood, 
only an accidental being of Jesus Christ, (for example, his presence 
in the sacrament,) or else besides that, is understood his substantial 
being too. If his substantial being be also understood, (seeing the 
substantial being of a thing is nothing else but its substance and na- 
ture,) then it will follow that if Jesus Christ be destroyed in the sac- 
rament of the eucharist in respect of his substantial being, he must 
also be destroyed in respect of his natural being, which is contrary 
to what the Apostle saith, Rom. vi. 9, that Jesus Christ dieth no more. 
If an accidental being of Jesus Christ be only understood, (for exam- | 
ple, his presence in the sacrament,) then these absurdities will follow, 
viz. 

First, That the sacrifice of the mass will be the sacrifice of an ac- 
cident only, and not of Jesus Christ, because the presence of Jesus 
Christ is not Jesus Christ himself, but an accident of him. 

Secondly, It will follow that the sacrifice of the mass, and that of 
the cross will not be the same sacrifice in reference to the thing sac- 
rificed, because Jesus Christ, and his presence are not the same thing; 
Jesus Christ being a substance, and his presence an accident, whic 
is contrary to the decision of the Council of Trent, which hath de- 
termined that the sacrifice of the mass, and that of the cross, are the 
same in reference to the thing sacrificed. 

Thirdly, It will follow that the thing which is destroyed in the sac- 
rament,is not the same with that which was produced there, because 
there is only an accident destroyed, whereas a substance was produced 
by transubstantiation, it is a substantial conversion, as hath been suffi- 
ciently proved. 

F y, It will follow that the sacrifice of the mass will be offered 
in the priest’s stomach only, because this presence is not destroyed 
till the priest hath eaten the host; and consequently, the sacrifice of 
the mass will be offered after the mass, for this presence is only 
destroyed by the destruction of the accidents; and commonly these 
accidents are not destroyed till after mass is said. 

Fifthly, It will follow that the justice of God will cease to be the 
same; for whereas heretofore it could not be satisfied but by the death 

.of Christ, and by the destruction of his natural being; now God is 
appeased, our sins expiated, and God’s justice satisfied by the destruc- 
tion of his sacramental being only; for they will have it, that the 
— of the mass is propitiatory for the sins of the living and the 
ead. 

7. The third argument is drawn from these words of the Apostle, 
Heb. ix. 22, 23, Almost all things are by the law purged with blood, 
and without shedding of blood is no remission: It was therefore neces- 
sary that the of things in the heavens should be purified with 
these, but the heavenly things themselves with better sacrifices these. 
From which words I form this argument. There is no propitiation, 
or remission of sins without shedding of blood, as the Apostle saith: 
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but in the mass there is no shedding of blood, for it is called an un- 
bloody sacrifice. Therefore in the mass there is no propitiation or 
remission of sins; and consequently no a arg! sacrifice for sin. 
This argument may be thus confirmed. Under the Old Testament 
there was no propitiation, or purification, without shedding of blood, 
and the types of heavenly things were so purified, as the Apostle 
saith, Heb. ix. 22. Therefore under the New Testament also there 
can be no-propitiation or purification without shedding of blood, and 
heavenly things, being represented by the legal types, must be purified 
by a more excellent sacrifice, viz., by the shedding of Christ’s blood. 
And although the Apostle useth the word sacrifices in the plural 
number, yet we must understand the only sacrifice of Christ on the 
cross; because when one thing is opposed to many, it is often express- 
ed in the plural number; as when baptism, which is but one, is call- 
ed baptisms, Heb. vi. 2. But the only sacrifice of the cross of Christ 
in the text above cited, Heb. ix. 23, is opposed to the old sucrifices, 
which were types and figures of the sacrifice of the cross. 

8. The fourth argument is drawn from the words of the Apostle, 
Heb. x. 16. This is the covenant which I will make with them after 
those days, saith the Lord, I will put my laws into their hearts, and in 
their ininds will I write them, and their sins and iniquities will Iremem- 
ber no more. Now, where remission of these is, there is no more offer- 
tng for sin. Whence! form this argument: where there is remission 
of sins there is no need of an oblation, or a propitiatory sacrifice for 
sin, as the Apostle saith. But in the Christian church, by virtue of 
the New Testament, or New Covenant, confirmed by the blood of 
Christ, there is remission of sins, Heb. x. 16. 17. Therefore in the 
Christian church now-a-days, there is no need of an oblation, or 
ae, <email sacrifice, and consequently no need of the sacrifice of 

e mass. 

9. The fifth ment is drawn from the words of the Apostle, 
Heb. ix. 25, 26, 27,28. Jesus Christ offereth not himself often, as 
the high priest entereth into the holy place every year with the blood RA 
others; for then must he often have sy ed from the \ 
world, but now once in the end of the world, hath he appeared to put 
away sin by the sacrifice of himself. And as it is appointed to men 
once to dre, but after this the 7 t, so Christ was once offered to 
bear the sins of many, and unto them that look for him shall 
the second time without sin unto salvation. This is confirmed by the 
words of the same Apostle, Heb. x. 1, 2, 3,4. The law a 
shadow of good things to come, and not the very image of the things, 
can never with those sacrifices which they offered year by year, continu- 
ally make the comers thereunto perfect, 4 then they not have 
ceased to be offered, because the worshippers once purged, s have 
had no is conscience of fori But in those a remembrance is is 
again of sins every year; for it is not possible that the blood 
and of goats should take away sins, &c. 11, 12,14. And ooy Mah 
priest standeth daily ministering and offering often times the same sac- 
rifices which can never take away sins; but this man after he had offered 
one sacrifice for cp gt down on the right hand of God. For 
by one offering he hath for ever perfected them that are sanctified: which 
is conformable to what he had said a little before, v, 10, that we are 
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sanctified by the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once for all. 
From all which I form these arguments. 

10. First the old sacrifices were reiterated, for the Apostle saith, 
that the high priest entereth into the holy place every year with the blood 
oe others: but the sacrifice of Jesus Christ must not be reiterated, for 

e same Apostle saith that Jesus Christ offereth not himself often; 
and that he hath once appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of him- 
self. Therefore the sacrifice of the mass is not the sacrifice of the 
cross reiterated, or the reiteration of the sacrifice of the cross, as our 
adversaries would have it. 

11. Secondly, The Apostle adding, else he should often have suffer- 
ed from the foundation of the world, makes it apparent that Christ 
cannot be offered without suffering. For, as he that should say, this 
is not fire else it would be hot, doth necessarily presuppose that fire 
is hot: -and as he that should say he is no man eise he would be ra- 

‘ fional, doth necessarily presuppose that man is rational; so when the 
Apostle saith, that Jesus Christ offereth not himself often, otherwise he 
should often have suffered, doth necessarily presuppose that Jesus 
Christ cannot offer himself without suffering. But Jesus Christ doth 
not suffer every day in the mass. Therefore he is not offered every 
day in the mass by the ministry of priests. 

12. Thirdly, These words, from the foundation of the world, are of 
great weight, for it is as much as if the Apostle had said, if the only 
sacrifice of Christ on the cross be not sufficient to take away sins 
which shall be committed hereafter, it follows that it was not suffi- 
cient to take away sins which have been committed heretofore from 
the creation of the world, for it is very unsuitable that the sacrifice of 
Christ on the cross should have more virtue before it was offered than 
since. But the sacrifice of Christ on the cross, had the virtue to 
take away sins before it was, otherwise (saith the Apostle,) he should 
often have suffered from the foundation of the world. Therefore it 

ath also virtue to take away sins committed since it was, and conse- 
quently there is no need that it should be reiterated in the mass. 

18. Fourthly, The Apostle’s comparison is considerable, the sense 
whereof is this. As men suffer death but once, and after death ap- 
pear no more till the day of the resurrection, and day of judgment; 
so Christ hath offered himself to his Father once for all on the cross 
to take away sins, and will be no more on earth, until he comes.te 
judge the quick and the dead. This utterly destroys the mass, ‘in 
which Jesus Christ is said to be offered and sacrificed continually by 
the ministry of priests. 

14. Fifthly, Sacrifices that take away sins, and sanctify those that 
come thereunto, ought not to be reiterated; for the only reason which 
the Apostle allegeth, why the old sacrifices of the law were reiterated, 
is because they could not take away sins, nor sanctify the comers 
thereunto, as appears by the text above cited. But the sacrifice 
of Jesus Christ on the cross, takes away sins, and sanctifies those 
that come thereunto: therefore the sacrifice of Jesus Christ on the 
cross, ought not to be reiterated, and consequently is not reiterated 
in the mass. 

15. If Jesus Christ did offer himself a sacrifice on the cross that 
he — sanctify us forever, and purchase eternal redemption for us, 

1 
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then it is evident that the fruit and efficacy of this sacrifice endure 
for ever, and that we must have recourse to no other sacrifice but to 
that of the cross: but Jesus Christ did offer himself a sacrifice on the 
cross that he might sanctify us forever, and purchase eternal redemp- 
tion for us, as appears by the texts aforesaid. Therefore the efficacy 
of the sacrifice of the cross endures for ever, and we must have re- 
course to no other sacrifice but to that of the cross. In a word, either 
we must confess that the sacrifice of the cross hath no virtue to take 
away sins, and to sanctify us forever, which is contrary to what the 
Apostle saith, or else if it hath this virtue and sufficiency, then Jesus 
Christ hath offered one only sacrifice once for all, and consequently 
is not offered daily in the mass by the ministry of priests. 

16. Lastly, The Apostle almost throughout the whole epistle to the 
Hebrews, saith, that Jesus Christ was constituted and consecrated b 
his Father, High Priest forever; and particularly chap. vii. 23, 24, 
25, he saith, that many were made priests, because they were not suffered 
to continue by reason of death; but Jesus Christ because he continueth 
for ever, hath an unchangeable priesthood; and that he is able to save 
them to the uttermost that come unto God by him, seeing he ever liveth 
to make intercession for them; and consequently he hath no néed of 
vicars, or companions in his priesthood. 

17. In answer to these arguments the Romish doctors are wont to 
say, that the sacrifice of the mass is the same with that of the cross, 
in respect of the essence of the sacrifice, the same thing being offer- 
ed in both, viz., the body and blood of Christ by the same priest, viz., 
by Jesus Christ. But it differs in respect of the manner of offering: 
for on the cross Jesus Christ offered himself bloodily, that is, when 
he died, he shed his blood for mankind; but in the mass he offers him- 








self unbloodily, that is, without shedding his blood, and without dying. 
On the cross Jesus Christ was destroyed in quar of his natural being, 


but in the mass he is destroyed in respect of his sacramental being. 
They add, that all the —_ drawn from the epistle to the He- 
brews, respect only that bloody oblation which was orice offered on 
the cross; but besides this bloody sacrifice there is another that is un- 
bloody, which is daily offered in the mass. Lastly, they say, that the 
sacrifice of the cross is primitive and original, but this of the mass 
representative, commemorative, and applicative of that of the cross, 
as the Trent Council hath it in its 22d Session. 

18. To these distinctionsI reply, that the sacrifice of the mass doth 
not differ from that of the cross in respectof the manner only, (which 
is but an accidental difference,) but it differs in respect of essence too. 

First, Because the natural death of Jesus Christ is of the essence 
of the sacrifice of the cross: but the sacrifice of the mass doth not 
comprehend the natural death of Jesus Christ, for Jestis Christ dieth 
no more, Rom. vi. 9. Therefore the sacrifice of the mass doth not 
comprehend that which is of the essence of the sacrifice of the cross, 
and saemneny differs from it essentially, and not in respect of the 
manner only. 

Secondly, Because the representation of a thing differs essentially 
from the thing represented. For example, the king’s picture differs 
essentially from the king. Also the memorial of a thing differs 
essentially from the thing whereof it is a memorial. For example, 
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the celebration of the passover, which was a memorial of the angel’s 
favourable passing over the houses of the Israelites, differs essentially 
from that passing over. And lastly, the application of a thing differs 
essentially from it. For example, the application of a plaster differs 
essentially from the plaster. But, according to the determination 
of the Council of Trent, in Session 22, the sacrifice of the mass is 
representative, commemorative, and applicative of that of the cross. 
Therefore the sacrifice of the mass differs essentially from that of the 
cross. 

Thirdly, Because the sacrifice of the cross is of an infinite value, 
and consequently ought not to be reiterated; for its value being infi- 
nite, it is sufficient to take away all sins, past, present, and to come, 
as Bellarmin saith, Book I. of the Mass, chap..iv. But the sacrifice 
of the mass is_of a finite price and value, according to the same 
Bellarmin and other Romish doctors; at which we may justly won- 
der, seeing, as our adversaries say, it differs not from the sacrifice of 
the cross, either in respect of the thing sacrificed, or in respect of 
the chief priest, and yet from these the sacrifice hath all its price 
and value. 

19. Secondly, I say that an unbloody propitiatory sacrifice is a 
feigned, and an imaginary thing, and that the arguments drawn from 
the epistle to the Hebrews do wholly destroy it. 

First, Because it is said, Heb. ix. 22, that without shedding of blood 
there is no remission of sins; therefore in the unbloody sacrifice of 
the mass, there can be no remission of sins, and consequently it can- 
not be a propitiatory sacrifice for sin. 

Secondly, Because Jesus Christ cannot be offered without suffer- 
ing; for the Apostle saith, Heb. ix. 25, 26, Jesus Christ offereth not 

; » otherwise he should often have suffered. But the sacri- 
fice of Jesus Christ with suffering, is a bloody sacrifice. Therefore 
there is no unbloody sacrifice. 

Thirdly, Because the bloody sacrifice of the cross, being of an in- 
finite value, hath purchased an eternal redemption, Heb. ix. 12, and 
hath taken away all sins, past, present, and to come. Whence it 
follows that there is no other sacnfice, either bloody or unbloody, that 
can purchase the pardon of our sins, the sacrifice of the cross having 
sufficiently done it. 

F y, Because the justice of God requires that sins shall be 
expiated by the punishment that is due to them; and this is so true, 
that the wrath of God could not be appeased but by the bloody and 
ignominious death of the cross. Therefore the justice of must 
have c d its nature, if sins can be expiated in the mass without 
pain or suffering. 

20. Thirdly, To the distinction of primitive sacrifice, which was 
offered on the cross, and representative, commemorative, and appli- 
cative, which is daily offered in the mass, I reply, first, that what the 
Council of Trent saith in Session 22, viz., that in the eucharist there 
is a sacrifice representative, commemorative, and applicative, of that 
ofthe cross, may bear a good sense, viz., that there is in it a repre- 
sentation, commemoration, and application of the sacrifice of the 
cross, viz., a representation, because the bread broken, represents the 
body broken, and the wine poured into the cup, represents the blood 





164 The Funeral of the Mass.—Against the Mass. (Manxcn, 








of Christ, shed for the remission of sins; a commemoration, because 
all that is done in it, is done in remembrance of Jesus Christ and his 
death, according to his own command in these words, Do this in 
remembrance of me, and according to what Paul saith, 1 Cor. xi. 26, 
As often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the Lord’s 
death till he come; and an application, because the merit of the sacri- 
fice of the cross is applied to us not only by the word, but also by the 
sacraments, as we shall show hereafter. But our adversaries are not 
content with this, for they will have it, that in the celebration of the 
eucharist, there is offered a true and proper sacrifice propitiatory for 
the sins of the living and the dead, which hath been already refuted 
at large. ‘ 

Secondly, I say that the application of the sacrifice of the cross 
may be considered, on God’s part, or on man’s part; on God’s part, 
when he offers Jesus Christ to us, with all. his benefits, both in his 
word and sacraments; on man’s part, when, by a true and lively faith, 
working by love, we embrace Jesus Christ with all his benefits offer- 
ed to us both in his word and sacraments. And this is it that Jesus 
Christ teacheth us, John iii. 14, in these words, 4s Moses lifted up 
the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of Man be lifted up, 
(viz., on the cross,) that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, 
but have eternal life; for God so loved the world, that he gave his only 
begotten Son, (viz., to die,) that whosoever believeth in him should not 
perish, but have everlasting life; he doth not say, whosoever sacrificeth 
him in the mass, but whosoever believeth, &c. And Paul shows it 
clearly in these words, God hath set forih Jesus Christ to be a propi- 
tiation through faith in his blood; he doth not say through the sacri- 
fice of the mass, but through faith. And we really and truly apply 
the sacrifice of Christ’s cross, when we have recourse to him, a3’a 
man applies a plaster when he hath recourse to it, and lays it on the 
wound; but the recourse or refuge of a penitent sinner to the sacri- 
fice of the cross, for obtaining mercy from God, is nothing else but 
faith. As for the distinction of the sacramental and natural being of 
Jesus Christ, it hath been already refuted in the 6th number. 

21. I shall conclude this discourse with the testimony of Thomas 
Aquinas, the most famous of all the Romish doctors, and called by 
our adversaries, the angelical doctor. This Thomas, in Part. iii., 
Quest. 83, Artio. 1, having proposed this question, viz., Whether 
Christ be sacrificed in the sacrament of the eucharist? he concludes 
with these memorable words: The celebration of this sacrament is very 
fitly called a sacrificing of Christ, as well because it is the representa- 
tion of Christ's passion, as because by this sacrament we are made 
takers of the fruit of the Lord’s passion. And afterwards he gives 
his answer, in these words, J answer, we must say that the celebration 
of this sacrament is called a sacrificing of Christ, in two respects. First, 
because (as Augustine to Simplicius saith) we are wont to give to im- 
ages, the name of the things whereof they are images, as when we see 
pictures on a wall, or in a frame, we say this is Cicero, that is Sallust, 
&c. But the celebration of this sacrament (as hath been said above) is 
a representative image of Christ’s passion; which passion is the true 
sacrificing of Christ, and so the celebration of this sacrament is the 
sacrificing of Christ. Secondly, the celebration of this sacrament is 
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called the sacrificing of Christ, in regard of the effect of Christ's pas- 
sion, because by this sacrament we are made partakers of the fruit of the 
Lord's passion. Let the Romanists keep to this decision of their 
angelical doctor, and we shall agree with them in this point; for I am 
confident that there is not one of the reformed religion but will sub- 
scribe this true doctrine of Thomas Aquinas. 





FOURTH LETTER TO THE RULING ELDERS OF THE PRESBYTERIAN 
CHURCH IN THE UNITED STATES. 


Since the publication of my third letter to you in October last, 
brethren beloved for Christ’s sake, several important steps have been 
taken in the developement of the question which so essentially im- 
plicates your official position in the church of God, and, through you, 
the character of that government which he has established for it. In 
particular, two of our most important Synods have acted upon it, and 
what is very painful, have acted in a contrary sense; and the case 
has been carried from one of them to the next General Assembly. 

It did not appear to us of the minority in the Synod of Philadel- 

hia that it was strictly competent to carry up the question in the 
ion there presented; though the minority in the Synod of Kentucky, 
which decided just the other way from the Synod of Philadelphia, 
thought and acted otherwise. Nothing could show more clearly that 
We are not agitators, and that we are law-abiding men. We whoare 
denounced as disturbers of the church, abide under a decision against 
us, rather than use a questionable remedy; while excellent brethren 
on the other side will not abide by a decision of the same dignity and 
authority which happens to be against them, but resort to the ques- 
tionable remedy. 

There are two considerations touching the final settlement of this 
question by the Assembly, which must present themselves to every 
reflecting mind. The first is, that the church is not ready to have 
the question settled, and that no decision of it — now, can be final. 
The matter must be better considered, and will be. It must be inves- 
tigated, before it can be settled. And nothing is more obvious than 
that the great mass of our ministers as well as ruling elders, are up 
to this present writing inadequately acquainted with the history, the 
peinciples, and the results of this poi The second consideration 
is, that no decision of the Assembly can ever settle such a question 
against the positive law of the church, and the clear command of 
God, even if that venerable court should unhappily be surprised into 
an unconstitutional decision. For let it forever be borne in mind 
that the positive law of the church and the Bible is with us; and 
that no man has shown or can show the least reason to think other- 
wise. We contend not for any theory; we contend not for any con- 
struction. We plant ourselves on the express letter of the constitu- 
tion of the church, and say, enforce it. We produce the plain 
enactments of God, and say, respect them. They who will not do 
this, plead practice, and resort to idle glosses. We reply, the practice 
is various;' and if it were uniform against us, it proves nothing against 
a positive law, except indeed unfaithfulness; the very same answer 
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we gave to the plan of union, the institution of committee-men, &c. &c.; 
the same answer the church of Scotland is now giving against patron- 
age, though patronage be by act of Parliament; the same answer the 
reformers gave three hundred years ago, against the corruptions of 
ten centuries; the same answer our Master gave, against the tradi- 
tions of the whole Jewish church. Practice is but a presumption of 
truth in any possible case; and never can avail against what is indeed 
true; and above all, never against truth ascertained by fundamental 
laws,of Godand man. But let this argument be refuted by a uniform 
exercise on your pat of rights, whose partial exercise heretofore is 
the very pith of the argument against you. It is your duty—your 
solemn, covenanted duty—to attend the church courts; it is your 
duty when there to exercise the rights vested in you by God his 
church; and if you will do this, the most effective plea urged against 
you, is at an end. ‘ 
It is demanded, why do we urge this matter? Do we suppose that 
se have any virtue to communicate by putting your hands on the 
ead of a candidate? We answer, by asking another question. 
Why are your claims resisted? Is it because it is supposed a virtue 
Oe out of the hands of Ministers which does not go out of those of 
uling Elders? Imposition of hands, is with us but a significative 
ceremony; ordination itself, of which it is merely a formal part, is 
nothing more than the solemn and official dedication of a man to an 
office in God’s church, by an authority competent thereto. To deny 
the competency of the Presbytery, is to subvert the whole system of 
Presbyterial church government, which we all profess to believeis of 
God. To deny the competency of the pr et: is to deny his 
being, by order, a Presbyter, and thereby to take away all scriptural 
warrant for his being a member of Presbytery at all; or at the very 
least, to take away the fundamental principle of the composition of 
our Presbyteries, and make them consist essentially, not of ministers 
and Elders, but of Ministers only. It is not therefore that we con- 
sider imposition of hands inherently efficacious; but it is because 
we-see that on this point the whole question of the nature of the 
offices both of Minister and Elder are made to turn, that we take our 
stand upon this question. Our principle is clear as day. We say 
that Ministers and Elders are alike Presbyters; and are alike invested 
with authority to govern the church. ere any distinction is made 
between them, it must be and can be shown from God’s word and 
the constitution of the church. Where both are silent, there is no 
distinction. Where both require a concurrent exercise of power, it 
is worse than absurd to say Elders are excluded. And to exclude 
them upon grounds which attack the very letter of the Scriptures and 
of the constitution of the church, and impeach the very foundation 
of their office, is not only to attack Presbyterianism itself in a most 
vital point, but is to set aside the authority.of our common church 
bond, and to infringe the grand-principle of Protestantism itself, 
to wit, the absolute authority and sufficiency of the Scriptures. 
These principles are perfectly ae - If they are not «rue, let it 
be shown. If our brethren can hold them and yet deny your ry wom 
contended for by us, let that be shown. It is a pure question of law 
—of the law of God’s house; why, then, instead of instructing, do 
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they only revile us? They say you are incompetent; that we who 
advocate your Scriptural and constitutional prerogatives, are disturb- 
ers of the church. I have lately read a series of numbers published 
in the Presbyterian newspaper, by one who has ventured to call him- 
self ‘Calvin,’ in which I find ten insidious allusions to me, for every 
single reference either to the Bible or the constitution. He says he 
has been a Minister thirty-five years. If so, let him say no more 
about the dangers of Ruling Elders presuming to undertake what 
they are not competent to do; for there is not one, I presume, in all 
our churches who has served the half of thirty-five years in his office, 
who would not prove himself as competent to any thing he would 
venture on, as ‘Calvin’ has proved himself to discuss this question. 
We really need something to be said on thit side, and I readily admit 
there are abundance of men able to say it. Let some of them do it. 
As for ‘Calvin,’ he has done the truth service in two respects; he has 
written against it without force and with a bad spirit, and he has ex- 
tracted a good defence of it from a worthy ‘Presbyter,’ in the same 
Ponies I can therefore easily excuse his personal incivility and in- 
ustice. 

My —— design at this time, is to call your attention to the 
proceedings of the two Synods already mentioned. They are here 

inted at large; those of the Synod of Philadelphia are taken from 
its published Minutes; those of the Synod of Kentucky, from the 
Protestant and Herald newspaper of January 12, 1843. 


Minutes of the Synod of Philadelphia at their Sessions held in Washing- 
ton city, October 1842.—Friday Morning, Oct. 21, Dr. Breckinridge offered cer- 
tain resolutions concerning Ruling Elders, which were placed on the docket, and 
made the order of the day after the reports on Presbyterial records were disposed; 
of. 

Saturday morning, Oct. 22. The reports on Presbyterial Records having been 
disposed of, Dr. Breckinridge’s resolution concerning the right of Ruling Elders 

taken up. 

onday morning, Oct. 24. The unfinished business of Saturday, viz., the- 
resolation of Dr. Breckinridge concerning Ruling Fiders, was taken up, which, 
with the preamble which accompanies it, is as follows: 

**Whereas doubts have arisen in regard to the duties of Raling Elders sitting in 

when those bodies ordain ministers of the gospel—Now, for i 
the subject of all uncertainty, it is determined as follows: 

“That Raling Elders when they sit in Presbyteries as members thereof, are, 
according to our Standards, as much entitled to take part in examining candidates 
for ordination, in voting upon every question regarding their ordination, and in 
laying hands upon them when ordained, as ministers who sit with them in Presby- 
tery, and that this, as we judge, is according to the apostolic usage, the practice 
of the primitive church and the principles of the purest Reformed Churches in 
their best estate.’’ 

The resolation, after having been discussed at some length, was decided in the 


tive. 
"The yeas and nays being demanded on the resolution, were ordered, and areas 
follow: 

Yeas. Mtinisters.—Owen, Andrews, Morris, Morrison, Wallace, DaBois, 
Carter, Dunlap, Happersett, Berry, Breckinridge, Spottswood, Cross, Watson. 
Ruuine Evers, George Gillis, J. Sanford, A. Thompson, Stewart, Brown.—19. 

Nays. Ministers.—Latta, Cuyler, Engles, Parker, Macklin, McCalla, C. 
Williamson, Tadehope, Loughridge, Elliott, Boardman, H. R. Wilson, Howard, 
Jardine, M. Williamson, Boyer, Grier, Love, W. W. Latta, Burrowes, Wynkoop, 
Work, McNair, Backus, Purviance, laurie, Van Rensselaer, Bosworth, Tuston, 
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Moody, McKinley, Patterson, McDonald, J. V. Moore, Murray, J. Moore, Waller, 
Ruiine Evpers.—Whitehill, Armstrong, English, Donaldson, Coulter.-—42, 

Non Liquet.—Ministers, J. Latta, McKinney.—2. 

Tuesday morning, Oct. 25. ‘I'he following paper signed by thirty-three mem- 
bers of the majority of Synod on the vote in regard to the resolutions touching the 
right of Ruling Elders was offered for record on the minutes. Whereupon it was 
questioned if it be orderly for the majority, or members thereof, on any vote to 
offer such a paper. The Moderator decided it to be orderly, and no appeal being 
‘taken. the vote was put to allow the paper to go on record, and carried, ayes 29, 
nays18. Itis as follows: 

**We the undersigned, who voted in the negative on the resolutions offered by 
Dr. Breckinridge, would in explanation add that we merely intended to deny the 
right of Ruling Elders to impose hands in the ordination of Ministers. 

W. M. Engles, H. R. Wilson, H. A. Boardman, James Laurie, D: J. Waller, 
T. Love, W. R. Work, John Moody, John N. C. Grier, John McNair, 8. R. 
Wynkoop, James Whitehill, Wm. Latta, Martin Armstrong, George Burrowes, 
S. H. McDonald, W. D. Howard, Joshua Moore, W. W. Latta, C. C. Cuyler, 
A. H. Parker, John C. Backus, E. M. Donaldson, Danie) McKinley, Septimus 
‘Tuston, Geo. D. Purviance, Stephen Boyer, W. L. McCalla, T. V. Moore, J. A. 
Murray, M. B. Patterson, Chas. Williamson, J. L. Elliott.’ 


There are few persons, I apprehend, who are acquainted with the 
usages of deliberative bodies, or who will reflect carefully on the sub- 
ject, who will not see the evils of permitting the majority of a body 
to pass acts officially, and then expound them by wnofficial proceed- 
ings; aline of conduct the less to be defended when it is considered 
that the very persons who make the individual explanation had the 
power to express the same thing, by responsible motion and vote in 
the body. I call your attention, however, very particularly to the 
fact, that by this unofficial explanation the actual majority of the 
Synod concede every thing we ever asked, every thing they them- 
selves deny. For by what authority do Ruling Elders when sittin 
in Presbyteries ‘‘take part in examining candidates for ordination | 
in voting upon every question regarding their ordination?’ Plainly 
because they are Presbyters and members of the Presbytery; amd 
because it belongs to the Prebytery ‘‘to ordain, install, remove, and 
judge Ministers.” (Form of Government, ch. x.) But if by reason 
of the law that it belongs to ‘‘the Presbytery”’ ‘‘to ordain Ministers,’”’ 
Ruling Elders may examine and vote, as implied parts of the duty 
thus imposed; by what logic are they prohibited from uniting in the 
“Jaying on of the hands of the Presbytery,” which is, in express 
terms a commanded part of what must be done by the same Preby- 
tery ‘to ordain ministers?” (Form of Gov., ch. xiv.) But the reso- 
lution rejected by Synod asserts the three rights, to wit, to examine, 
to vote, and to lay on hands; and the majority in the explanitory 
paper say they only deny the last of the three, and thereby concede 
the former two. And yet the former two are but implied rights result- 
ing from the duty to do that of which the third is a commanded part; 
and so they deny the clear commanded right and concede the result- 
ing implied rights! For except that Elders are Presbyters, and that 
it belongs to Presbytery to ordain, where is the right of Elders either 
to examine candidates or to vote on their ordination? And if any 
thing more is wanting to render the case remarkable, turn to the tract 
entitled ‘Qualifications and Duties of Ruling Elders, &c. By the 
Rev'd Wm. M. Engles,” a tract published by our Board and written 
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by the editor of its publications, and there you will find within ten 
lines of the beginning of it, the broad proposition that Ruling Elders, 
‘tin the various judicatories, Pb an equality of power with the cler- 
gy;”’ and again, three pages further on, “whatever is said of Preaching 
Elders, in relation to the discipline and general government of the 
church, may be fairly concluded as applicable to Ruling Elders, who 
are associated with them as helps.” And yet the name of Dr. Engles 
heads the mone paper of the majority of Synod, as printed. 
Excellent divines whose acts are based on logic of this sort, ought to 
be somewhat tender towards us, their weak and inconsequent breth- 
ren, when they think our principles are a little out of joint. The 
Bible is a very coherent book, and it is not always quite safe to rely 
on being borne out by it, in opposite views of the same proposition. 

The Synod of Philadelphia passed two resolutions in regard to 
Ruling Elders, which though not relating exactly to the matter before 
us, you will excuse me for urging upon your careful attention. 


Tuesday morning, Oct. 25. Resolved, That inasmuch as it is the duty of the 
Elders ‘‘to feed the flock, taking the oversight thereof,’’ it is therefore expected 
of them that they will be truly “‘helps’’ as well as ‘“‘governments,”’ and that hence 
they will visit, catechize, and hold meetings for réading, prayer, and exhortation, 
and otherwise scripturally labour for the edification of the church and for the ex- 
tension of her influence, till, in their pions labours, the elders of the different 
churches meet each other, and bring the preaching of the gospel within the reach 
of all the poor. 

The following paper offered by Dr. Breckinridge was adopted by Synod. 

‘*‘The pastors and sessions are hereby directed to report to the Stated Clerk of 
this Synod, and to the Stated Clerks of the Presbyteries under whose care are the 
particular churches, the names of all the Ruling Elders belonging to the said 
churches, and te report from time to time, alterations as they occur, by death, 
removal, new election, or otherwise. And the stated clerks are directed to keep 
a fair list of ull the churches with the names of said Ruling Elders.”’ 


There were two movements made in this Synod on the main sub- 
ject which are not mentioned, that I can discover, in the Minutes. 

he first was an attempt to prevent the full discussion of the ques- 
tion, by moving to referit to the next Synod; and this was done during 
the absence of the mover of the resolution, and that on temporary 
leave from the Synod itself, that he might preach to his congregation 
on the Lord’s day.. The attempt failed. The other was a proposal 
from the mover of the resolution, after the subject had been largely 
argued on both sides, and when it was manifest that the bulk of the 
members of Synod were not clear in their minds in regard to it, to 
. lay it over, and in the mean time pass a minute requesting the next 
Assembly not to hurry the decision of the question before the church 
at large had been allowed time to consider it more fully; according 
to the power conferred by chap. xi. sec. 6, (last clause) of the Form 
of Government. -This also failed; some of the persons who took a 
leading part against the resolution avowing that this new heresy ought 
to be met and put down at once. Let these things be remembered; 
and let us be ready to meet the question and all its responsibilities at 
the next Assembly, if that is ourlast day of grace. It would perhaps 
surprise some great and leading ecclesiastics, if after all, they should 
have hurried the matter to their own defeat. Let it be clearly under- 
stood that my sole reason for wishing that our highest church cout 
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should not decide prematurely in this matter, is the earnest desire: 
that its decision when rendered, may finally and peacefully settle it;: 
which, as it appears tome, no man who knows what sort of people 
Presbyterians are, and what the existing state of opinion about the- 
matter in hand is, can have any hope would be the case at present, 
let the decision be as it may. But all of us, who have confidence at 
once in the wisdom of our people and the truth of our opinions, must. 
see reason to conclude that after the question is thoroughly consider-- 
ed, we can come to some final agreement by pretty general consent. 
This is the only way in which truth and peace can be promoted. _ 

We come now to the action of the Synod of Kentucky. At its 
sessions in 1841, that body had this same question before it, and after 
very carefully considering it, appointed a committee to report to the 
Synod of 1842. This committee consisted, as I understand, of four 
Ministers and two Ruling Elders. One of these Ministers dissented 
from the report, which was drawn up and presented to Synod by one 
of the Elders, James Stonestreet, Esq’r. The entire action of Synod. 
as certified by the stated clerk (in the newspaper already referred to) 
is presented below. 


The committee to whom was referred the resolution concerning the im- 
position of hands in the ordination of Ministers, submitted the following 
report: 

The committee will confine themselves to the question, What is the con- 
stitution of our church on the subject? That it is binding, is admitted by 
all. Form of Government, ch. 10, Of Presbytery, sec. 2, reads: “A Pres- 
bytery consists of all the Ministers and one Ruling Elder from each con- 
gregation in a certain district.” In the 8th section of this chapter, the 
pever of the Presbytery are enumerated, and it is deelared, that the Pres- 

ytery has power “to ordain, instal, and judge ministers.” 

In chap. 15, sec. 12, it is provided, that “The presiding Minister shall, by 

prayer, and with laying on of hands of the Presbytery, according to the 
apostolic example, solemnly ordain him to the office of the gospel ministry.” 
The same section provides, that after the ordination is over, “the Minister 
who presides shall first, and afterwards all the members of the Presbytery 
in their order, take him by the - hand, saying in words to this purpose: 
We give you the right hand of fellowship to take part of this ministry with 
us. 
What is the plain and obvious meaning of these provisions? A Presby- 
tery consists of Ministers and Elders—this Presbytery has power to ordain 
and depose Ministers—ordination is by prayer and with laying onof hands 
of the Presbytery. Surely it is the same Presbytery that has power to 
ordain. ‘The presiding Minister who ordains him is appointed by Elders 
as well as Ministers, and is the mouth or organ of both—and all the mem- 
bers of the Presbytery, in their order, are to take the person ordained by 
the hand, saying, “we give you the right hand of fellowship to take part 
of this ministry with us.” Both ordination and deposition of Ministers are 
aets of Presbytery, and all the church rulers, who compose the Presbytery, 
have a right to participate in these acts; and as well might Elders be ex- 
cluded from taking part in other acts uf church government as in the ordi- 
nation of Ministers. If the right be given by the constitution, the bare 
forbearance to exercise it, cannot take it away. It is not essential to the 
validity of ordination, that every member of Presbytery should impose 
hands. In very large Presbyteries, it is impossible for them to do so at the 
same time. 

By the Westminster Form of Government, Preaching Presbyters alone 
Jaid on hands, and after that form was changed in our church, the practice 
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«night have continued, Elders not deeming it important to.press forward. 
But if imposition belongs to Ministers alone, why was the Westminster form 
changed? ‘I'he First Book of Discipline of the church of Scotland pro- 
‘vided, that ordination be with fasting and prayer—layirg on hands was 
judged not to be necessary: (chap. 5.) 

The Second Book of Discipline, “with fasting, earnest prayer and im- 
-position of hands of the Eldership’’—and this Eldership was constituted 
of Pastors and Elders—chap. 2 and 7. The Westminster Form of Gov- 
ernment changed this, and says, “by imposition of hands and prayer, with 
fasting by the Preaching Presbyters.” -Our Form changed this again, and 
says—“‘by prayer and with laying on of hands of the Presbytery,” and de- 
fines the Presbytery to consist of Ministers and Elders, and whenever the 
word Presbytery occurs in our Book, it must be taken according to that 
definition, unless otherwise explained, and both Ministers and Elders have 
a right to participate in every act of Presbytery, unless excluded by other 
provisions. 

The framers of our constitution deliberately rejected the words<‘Preach- 
ang Presbyters,”.and adopted the word “Presbytery.” The form-of ordi- 
nation in Scotland directs, that all the Ministers of the ‘Presbytery shall 
take the person ordained by the right hand: (Stewart, p. 10.) “This is also 
changed in our Book, and “all the members of the Presbytery in their or- 
der,” is substituted for “all the Ministers of the Presbytery.” 4f it was 
notsintended to change the provisions, why thus change the language? 

The ministerial members of the Westminster Assembly had received 
Episcopal ordination, and afler many warm debates, they changed the Se- 
cond Book of Discipline, as we have seen—and the General Assembly of 
Scotland, being extremely anxious for uniformity of church government 
with England, adopted this change. "The’framers of our constitution re- 
‘stored the true Presbyterian order, declaring the power of ordination to be 
an the whole Presbytery. 

It seems to the Committee, that Elders as clearly have the right to lay 
on their hands in the ordination of Ministers, as they have to vote for their 
Ordination or deposition. 

The following resolutions are submitted: 


1. That by the constitution of our church, a Presbytery ‘consists of Ministers 
-and Elders. 

2. That the Presbytery has power to ordain Ministers. 

3. That ordination is with prayer and the laying on of the hands of the Pres- 
tbytery—the same Presbytery that has power to ordain. 

4. That a committee be appointed to present the views of this Synod to the 
ext General Assembly, and urge their adoption by that body. 


On the adoption of the report and resolutions, the yeas and nays were 
taken, and stood as follows: 


Yreas—Ministers.—J. C. Young, A. A. Hogue, J. D. Paxton, D. C. Proctor, 
W. L. Breckinridge, W. W. Hill, D. T. Stuart, S. S. McRoberts, N. H. Hall, J. 
G. Simrall, W. H. Forsythe, J. F. Price, J. H. Logan, G. B. Armstrong, Samudl 
Lynn, W. D. Jones, W. G. Allen. 

Elders.—D. A. Rassell, Wm. McAfee, Stephen Gray, Samuel Casseday, Peter 
Jett, A. Logan, J. Allen, W. M. Todd, James Logan, W. P. Holloway, Waller 
Bullock, James Stonestrect, J. M. C. Irwin, Lewis Collins, W. P. Boyd, J. M. 
Preston, E. F. Easton, —— Warren—35. 

Nays.— Ministers.—G. W. Coons, 8. Scovel, E. P. Humphrey, J. Kennedy, 
H. H. Hopkins, D. S. Tod, J. K. Burch, C. Stewart, N. L. Rice, J. T. Hendrick, 
J. H. Conditt, J. 8. Watt, R.-F. Caldwell, A. A. Case. 

Elders —W. Q. Morton, F. Snowdon, H. H. Young, T. Carr, A. McClintock, 
©. Glass.--20. 

Non-Liquet —Ministers.—J. Montgomery, C. A. Campbell, R. Davidson, 
3. J. Bullock, J. D. Mathews, J. F. Coons, R.C. Grundy. 

Elders.—R. P. Crooks, John Poyntz, John Todd.—10. 
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Against the action of Synod in the premises, the following protest was 
eran by N. L. Rice in behalf of himself and others, and ordered to 

spread on the records. Brethren Young, Stonestreet, and W. L. Breck- 
inridge, were appointed to answer it. : 


Protrest.—* We, the undersigned, feel constrained to enter our solemn 
protest against the vote of the majority of Synod, by which they decided 
that Ruling Eiders ought to lay on hands in the ordination of Ministers of 
the Gospel. This decision we cannot but regard asa perversion of the 
plain meaning of our Book of Discipline. It is true, that ordination is an 
act of Presbytery, but it is equally true, that the reception of members into 
the church is an act of the Session; and yet the Ruling Elders, whilst they, 
by their vote, give the right of membership, cannot introduce them into 
the church, by baptizing them. So in ordination, they may, by their vote, 
in connection with Ministers of the gospel, give the right to the office, but 
they cannot, by laying on hands, induct an individual into the office. 

It is also true, that Ministers are to be ordained by the laying on of the 
hands of the Presbytery; but the meaving of this language is clearly de- 
termined by other expressions connected with it. ; 

Ist. After the ordaining prayer, “the Minister who presides shall first, 
and afterward all the members of the Presbytery, in their order, take him by 
the right hand.” &e. Now it is an indisputable fact, that the expression 
“members of Presbytery” is never used in our Book, except with reference 
to Ministers of the gospel, who are standing members. We do not deny 
that Ruling Elders, when properly appointed, are, for the time being, mem- 
bers. We speak only of the meaning of a particular expression, as it is 
used in our Book. 

24. But as each member gives the newly ordained Minister the right 
hand of fellowship, he is direeted to say—**We give you the rigit hand of | 
fellowship, to take part of this ministry with us.” Now the words Minis- 
ter and ministry, have, in our Book, a technical sense, and are, in all cases, 
confined to ordained preaehers of the gospel. How then esn a Ruling 
Elder give the right hand of fellowship, to tae part of this ministry with 
him, when he has not this ministry? 

When a Ruling Elder is ordained, the existing members of the Session 
are to say—“* We give you the right hand of fellowship, to take part of this 
office (not this ministry) with us.” 

The usus loquendi of our Book, therefore, is clear evidence, to our minds, 
that only Preaching Elders are to lay on hands in the ordination of Preach- 
ing Elders. 

$d. But the almost uniform practice of our church on this subject, from 
its earliest history, leaves no room to doubt, that our view is the correct 
one. It has been alleged, that the framers of our Book ehanged the lan- 
guage of the old Book for the express purpose of introducing the practice, 
against which we are contending; and yet, (strange to tell) it is an undoubt- 
ed fact, that, in this, they never did change the old practice. Nay, there 
appears never to have been a word of controversy on the subject. Did 
those wise men understand their own meaning: and did they practice ac- 
cording to their owmdoctrine? If so, (and who can dispute it’) the decis- 
ion of Svnod is wholly inevrrect. 

4th. We utterly object, therefore, to the doctrine, now avowed by the 
Synod, as an innovation in our chureh. Whatever may have been the 
practice of a few Presbyteries, for a few years past, this doctrine was cer- 
tainly never, till reeently, believed to be taught in our Book. We have 
ever taken the ground, that the uniform practice of the church determine 
the meaning of our constitution, and that all pretended new discoveries are 
false. We maintain this ground still. If our Book has been misunderstood, 
not only by the great body of the church, down tothe present day, but by 
the framers of the Book themselves, we despair of ever being able to un- 
derstand it. 
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5th. We, the more earnestly, protest against the decision of the major- 
ity of Synod, because there is reason to believe that successful effurts have 
been made to excite the prejudices of the Elders of our churches against 
all Ministers who contend for the old practice, by charging them with hav- 
ing formed the settled purpose of degrading, if not of abolishing their office. 
This charge we regard, as both false and injurious, and calculated, by pro- 
ducing alienation between Ministers and Ruling Elders, to do incalculable 
mischief, Moreover, such appeals to feeling and prejudice are never need- 
ed by a good cause and are but too characteristic of a bad one. 

Gth. Finally, we protest against the decision in question, because we can- 
not but believe, that the principles involved in it, if legitimately carried out, 
will produce disastrous results. 

It is worthy of particular remark, that our brethren who zealously press 
this matter have been able to point out no evils, flowing from the establish- 
ed usage of our church, and to specify no advantages to be derived from 
the change. Why then agitate the church? 

We forbear to mention other reasons for entering our solemn proicst 
against this proceeding. 

Signed—N. L. Rice, J. T. Hendrick, Chs. Stewart, E. P. Humphrey, James K. 
Barch, H. H. Hopkins, Sylvester Scovel, John Kennedy, S. Watt, G. W. Coons, 
John H. Conditt, David S. Tod, Hugh H. Young, John Poyntz, Owen Glass, A. 
A. Cass, Francis Snowdon, R. F. Caldwell, Thomas Carr, A. McClintock. 


The Committee, appointed for the purpose, presented the following 
answer to the above protest, which being approved, was ordered to be 
copied into the records of the Synod. 


Answer.—The Committee appointed to answer the protest of N. L. 
Rice and others, against the action of Synod, in deciding that Ruling El- 
ders have a right to impose hands in ordination, beg leave to submit the 


following answer: 

The protesting brethren object io our decision as a perversion of the 
plain meaning of the Book of Discipline; and yet itis true that the disput- 
ed passage cannot receive the interpretation, which our brethren give to it, 
unless by imposing on the word Presbytery, the meaning of an assembly of 
Preachers, exclusive of all Elders—a meaning which it has no where else 
in the Book—and a meaning directly in conflict with the strict aud clear 
definition of the word, which the Book has given. 

Elders, even when meinbers of Presbytery are excluded from preaching 
by express provisions of the Book—so when members of a Session, they 
are excluded, by express provisions from baptizing, which is an act done 
by the authority of the Session. But whenevera Presbytery or a Session 
are empowered to perform an act, all its members have an equal right to. 
participate in the act, unless a clear provision be made for confinirg the 
act to a part of the body. Now there is no clause in our Book, limiting 
the Presbyterial act of ordination to the Preachers—nay, the framers of 
our present Form of Government left out of it those limiting clauses which 
existed in the Book they had previously used, and which had been intro- 
duced into that Book, purposely to exclude Elders from all participation in 
examination, imposition of hands, and every thing else pertaining to ordin- 
ation. 

Further, in drawing up our present form of ordination, in the place of 
the phrase “Preaching Presbyters,” they substituted the word “Preshby- 
tery,” (which they had before clearly defined) and in the piace of the phrase 
‘fall the Ministers of Presbytery,” they substituted the phrase “all the 
members of Presbytery.” These changes in the phraseology harmonize 
perfectly with the omission of the clauses in the former Book, restraining 
the rights of Elders; and yet we are expected by our brethren to believe 
that these remarkable omissions and alterations were not the result of de- 
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sign on the part of the authors of our Book. If these authors had design- 
ed to remove every previously existing barrier, which prevented the Elders- 
from exercising the rights of Presbyters, in the work of ordination, their 
design could only have been effected by the series of omissions and altera- 
tions, which we find exhibited: and no cunceivable reason for these omis- 
sions and alterations can be assigned, unless the authors of our Book wish- 
ed to restore to Elders, those rights and powers which they had enjoyed 
under the early constitution of the Scottish church, as exhibited in the 
second Book of Discipline. 

2. Our protesting brethren deny thatthe phrase “members of Presbyte- 
ry,” in our Book, is ever applied to a Ruling Elder, even when he is com- 
missioned and acting asa member of Presbytery; yet, with strange incon- 
sistency, they say, that they believe he is ‘a member of Presbytery.” 
Surely, if our Book does not authorize our brethren, in calling’a Ruling 
Elder, when sitting in Presbytery, and regularly commissioned “a member 
of Presbytery,” they ought not to designate him by such a phrase. But, 
it is certainly an undeniable fact, which our brethren in vain attempt indi- 
rectly to discredit, that Ruling Elders, sitting in Presbytery are “members 
of Presbytery.” 

3. When our Book directs each member of Presbytery to give to the 
newly ordained Preacher the right hand of fellowship, he is directed tosay, 
not exactly what our brethren represent, “We give you the right hand of 
fellowship to take part of this ministry with us,”—but he is only directed 
to use words to that general purpose. (See form of Gov. chap. 15, sec. 
14.) The framers of our book did not enjoin the use of this phraseology in 
all cases—so that an argument, based upon a peculiar and technical sense 
of a wurd in this formula, can at best, product but a dubious conclusion. 
But Ruling Elders may, with perfect propriety, use this phraseology, as 
the Presbyterial office which they, as members of Presbytery sustain, is a 
ministry, to a participation in which they can welcome the newly ordained 
Presbyter. Though they cannot discharge all the duties he can perform, 
yet they share with him in the office of government. 

4, The general practice of the church is pleaded by our protesting breth- 
ren, and we are charged with serious innovation. Various satisfactory 
answers might be given to this ground of protest, were the present a proper 
occasion for the full discussion of the subject. It is sufficient here to ob- 
serve, that the changed phraseology of our Book has gradually produced 
a most extensive and important change in the action of our church on this 
subject of ordination. For now, perhaps, Ruling Elders, in all parts of 
our church, share in the examination and approval of candidates for ordi- 
nation. They are no longer excluded from these most important parts of 
our ordination; and it should ever be borne in mind, that the interpreta- 
tion of the Book, for which our brethren contend, would exclude Elders, 
not only from the imposition of hands, but also from all participation in the 
examination and approval of candidates for ordination. 

There are multitudes of instances in which a change of the law has been 
followed by a far more partial change of practice, than has been witnessed 
in regard to the action of our Elders in reference to ordination We ought 
never, indeed, to be seduced from the plain meaning of a written consitution, 
by a desire to harmonize it with any practice, of however long standing 
that practice may have been.—Practice is, at best, but tradition, and tra- 
dition or unwritten testimony, in whatever shape it may be presented can- 
not be admitted to set aside or change the plain, obvious, and simple mean- 
ing of a written document. If the practice of our fathers is to affect our 
view of the clear statements of our book, we snall be bound to believe, 
that our chureh courts may be constitutionally composed of other elements 
than merely ruling Elders and preachers—for we find, that during the times 
of those who assisted in forming our present book, and with not merely 
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their concurrence, but even their active co-operation, men, who were never 
ordained either to the office of ruling Elder or Preacher, were introduced 
into some of the Presbyteries, as constituent parts of these bodies. ‘This 
practice continued for upwards of 30 years. Ought this practice to affect 
our view of that part of our book, which declares that “a Presbytery con- 
sists of Ministers and Ruling Elders?” 

There is one reason presented by the protesting brethren, for their present 
action, with which your committee scarcely know how to deal. It is con- 
tained in the following extract: 


‘*We the more earnestly protest against the decision of the majority of Synod, 
because there is season to believe that successful efforts have been made to excite 
the prejudices of the Elders of our churches against all Ministers who contend for 
the old practice, by charging them with having formed the settled purpose of de- 
grading if not of abolishing their office. This charge we regard as both false and 
deeply injurious, and calculated, by producing alienation between Ministers and 
Ruling Elders, to do incalculable mischief.”” 


Either this reason is irrelevant, as introduced into a protest against the 
action of his body, or it is meant to convey the imputation, that the majority 
of this body have used efforts to excite prejudices against those who differ 
from us on this question, and to load them with charges, which they declare 
to be false and injurious. We do not, and cannot believe, that our protest- 
ing brethren mean to insinuate, that any of the majority of Synod have done 
or said aught, which could warrant them in protesting against our conduct, 
as designed to asperse their character and alienate from them the confidence 
of the Elders of our churches. If others have been guilty of the conduct 
reprobated in the protest, we have no objection to our brethren, under 
proper circumstances, bringing forward their accusation against such per- 
sons, or even proving their misdeeds, and bringing them to punishment. 
But we conceive it to be a most unjustifiable and reprehensible course, on 
the part of those brethren, to seek an opportunity of attacking others, by 
bringing a false accusation against us. 

Our protesting brethren assert, that no reasons had been given for chang- 
ing the general practice, and that no evils can flow from a denial of the 
right of Elders to impose hands in ordination. 

This is really a strange assertion. Many, and, as we conceive, strong 
reasons, were urged to show the importance of conforming our practice 
to the plain letter of our Constitution; and various evils of a weighty 
character were exhibited, as flowing from denying this right to our Elder- 
ship. ‘There is no fight, indeed, however small it may be, the denial of 
which is not injurious. No class of men can be properly, or without de- 
triment, deprived of any thing to which they are fairly entitled, whether it 
be honor, emolument or power. But the principles involved in the denial 
of this right to Elders, we regard as deeply important. The same prin- 
ciples of interpretation, which deprive the Elders of the right to impose 
hands in ordination, if applied to those passages which declare their right 
to sit and vote in the examination of candidates, or the trial] of Ministers 
for deposition, will strip them of these rights, and leave our Ministry a 
self-perpetuating body—a close corporation. 

e wish the Elders of our churches to be active and efficient mein- 
‘bers of our ecclesiastical courts—not such cyphers, as they were during 
the period when they had no right to share in any part of the work of or- 
dination—a period, when for many years, we can find, in the records of 
our highest courts, no instance of a Ruling Elder having ever been ap- 
pointed ona committee—a period, during which the government of the 
church seems to have been almost exclusively in the hands of the Preaching 
Presbyters. 

Your committee have not deemed it necessary to present a full argument 
in vindication of the views of Synod—and they have omitted much that 
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seemed called for, even ina very abridged answer to the protest, placed in 
our hands. . Joun C. Younc, 

Jas. Srowestreer, 
W. L, Brecxineipce. 


Under the fourth resolution, appended to the report of the “Coimmittee 
on the rights of Elders,” the following committe was appointed to present 
and advocate the views of this Synod, at the next meeting of the General 
Assembly, viz: J. C. Young and J. H. Brown, from the Presbytery of 
Transylvania; W. L. Breckinridge and Mark Hardin, Louisville; J. M. 
Preston and R. C. Grundy, Ebenezer; W. D. Jones and McCullough, 
Muhlenburg; J. H. Logan and J. F. Price, West Lexington. 


S.S. M’Roserts, S. C., Synod of Ky. 


Throwing together the votes of these two Synods, the state* of 
opinion on the general question is this, to wit: 

Yras.—Ministers. Young, Hogue, Paxton, Proctor, W. L. Breck- 
inridge, Hill, D. T. Stuart, McRoberts, Hall, Simrall, Forsythe, Price, 
Logan, Armstrong, Lynn, Jones, Allen, Owen, Andrews, Morris, 
Morrison, Wallace, DuBois, Carter, Dulap, Happersett, Berry, R. J. 
Breckinridge, S wood, Cross, Watson;—31. Ruling Elders. 
Gillis, Sanford, Thompson, Stewart, Brown, Russel, McAfee, Gray, 
Casseday, Jett, A. Logan, Allen, W. M. Todd, J. Logan, Holloway, 
Bullock, Stonestreet, Irwin, Collins, Boyd, Preston, Easton, Warren; 
—23. Total yeas, 54. 

Nays. isters. G. W. Coons, Scovel, Humphrey, Hopkins, 
Tod, Kennedy, Burch, C. S. Stewart, Rice, Hendrick, Conditt, Watt, 
Caldwell, Case, Cuyler, W. Latta, Engles, Parker, Macklin, McCalla, 
C. Williamson, Tudehope, Loughridge, Elliott, Boardman, Wilson, 
Howard, Jardine, M. Williamson, er, Grier, Love, W. W. Latta, 
Burrowes, Wynkoop, Work, McNair, Backus, Purviance, Laurie, 
Van Rensselear, Bosworth, Tuston, Moody, McKinley, Patterson, 
McDonald, J. V. Moore, Murray, J. Moore, Waller;—51. Ruling 
Elders. Whitehill, Armstrong, English, Donaldson, Coulter, Morton, 
Snowdon, Young, Carr, McClintock, Glass. 11. Total nays, 62. 

Non Liquet.— Ministers. Mortgomery, Campbell, Davidson, Bul- 
lock, J. F. Coons, Matthews, Grundy, J. Latta, McKinney ;—9. 
a Elders. Crooks, Poyntz, John Todd;—3. Total, Non Liquet, 
12. 

Ponder these results fora moment. Out of 91 Ministers who are 
called to vote on this question, 9 declare that they are not decided 
what is right in the premises, and that too, after hearing the matter 
pretty largely discussed: at the same rate one tenth part of our Min- 
isters may be presumed to be in the same state of mind. And yet 
this is a matter which touches fundamentally the character of Presby- 
terianism, as presented in our standards! kote out of 82 Ministers 
who vote directly on the question, 51, or five-eighths, are against you. 
Two facts seem therefore evident; 1st, that our Ministers have to a 
considerable degree neglected to inform themselves on this subject; 
2d, that the inclination of their opinions is very obviously and decid- 
edly against you, in this matter. I said as muchin my first letter, pub- 
lished last August; and though I have been bitterly abused for saying 
it, isit not evident I was right? It is also true that many of our oldest, 
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ablest, and most successful Ministers, are with you; and this also I 
said, and was sneered at for saying it; but the proof supports me. 

Now take another view. Of 37 Ruling Elders ms have been 
required by official duty to act in Synod on this question, 3 had not 
made up their minds; that is nearly one in twelve; a smaller propor- 
tion than of the ministers. Though your incompetence is the com- 
monest and most offensive argument against you, it appears you have 
examined this important business more care ully, as a class, than the 
others; that is, supposing you equally conscientious in making up and 
delivering your aa Again, out of 34 who voted directly, 22, 
that is, two to one, voted in favor of sustaining the letter and spirit of 
our standards and against permitting any man totake away your crown. 
Once more; if there had been 91 Ruling Elders in these two Synods, 
and the votes of those who should have been there, may be inferred 
from those of as many as were there, the- vote of these 91 Elders 
would have stood (omitting all fractions,) thus; yeas 55, nays 28, 
non liquet 8; and if we add the whole vote of the ministers 
actually given, the result would stand thus; yeas 86, nays 97, non 
liquet 17. And so not only in the Synod of Ky., but also in that of 
Philad elphia, and jointly in the aggregate vote of both, this great 
question would have been carried. You may rely upon it, you must 
under God, depend upon yourselves; and if you will only do your 
duty, there is nothing to fear. If there be a full representation of 
Ruling Elders in the next Assembly, no man can tell how much 
trouble, vexation and division may be saved to us all; butif there be 
not, no man can tell to what extent rash men, who have never exam- 
ined this question, who do not understand it, who are filled with pre- 
judices in regard to it, and who fancy their ecclesiastical dignity is 
implicated by it, may carry measures. 

conjure you, therefore, dear brethren, to do three things: 1st, 

carefully, prayerfully, examine t’iis question; read your Bibles and 
your church Standards thoroughly in regard to it, together with all 
other helps to its full understanding, and make up your minds honestly 
and firmly about it: 2d, make it a solemn duty to see that your body 
is fully, fairly, and always represented in all our church courts, espe- 
cially the higher ones: 3a, when acting as members of those courts, 
firmly, constantly, exercise your inherent rights and the authority 
with which God has invested your office; do this with the spirit of 
Christ, as the officers of Christ’s church, and no longer be content 
with the part you have acted till men begin to say you have neither 
capacity nor nght to act any other. I feel as confident as I can feel 
of any future event of this kind, that if you will but show yourselves 
conaatens to your duties, and vindicate your right to perform them, 
it be a very little while before the general sentiment will con- 
cede to you all that is really yours. Never, till this reform is effected, 
can you or the church we al love, take that position, and do that 
work which our glorious Lord requires. 


For his sake, your servant and fellow-laborer. 
R. J. B. 
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ACTION OF THE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH IN SPREADING THE GOSPEL; 
INSUFFICIENT AND ILL-DIRECTED. 


We were very forcibly struck with the following paragraph ina 
letter from Rev’d W. M. Lourie, one of the missionaries of the Foreign 
Board of the Presbyterian church, attached to the mission to China. 
It is published in the ‘‘Missionary Chronicle’ for Feb. 1843—pp. 45-6. 


The Roman Catholics have the start of all the Protestant missionaries in Hong 
Kong. Several French Jesuits went there from Macao, after raising very large 
sums of money here; got a grant of the very best place on the Island for a chap- 
el, and are now building a c and school-house, &c., which will proba- 
bly cost $20,000 or $25,000. are three or four in number, some of them 
being men of some experience and knowledge of the world. To compete with 
such men, the Protestant churches send out one or two young men, fresh from the 
schools, whose beards are not yet grown, and who have seen little or nothing of 
the world; then cramp them by instructions, which at times, it is almost im- 
possible to follow, and if they venture to go beyond them, reprove them for 
acting too independently, and tell them always to write home and ask leave 
first ;* and to crown all, give them such scanty supplies of funds, that they are 

iged to see o ity of usefulness after opportunity pass before them, and 
in reach, while they can no more reach out their hands to seize them, than a 
man chained to the roots of a tree can catch the birds that sing among its branches. 


Here are several matters which are worthy of the grave and ear- 
nest attention of the people of God in general, and especially of that 
branch of his church to which this young missionary belongs. 

1. “Roman Catholics have the start’’—even in China. Tiere is a 
third of-the human race as yet shut out from the light of divine 
truth, but now about to be brought within its reach; and behold papists 
are before us in the field! Is it now manifest that we must fight this 
battle with Rome toe to toe, in every corner of theearth? If nothing 
else would rouse up protestants, surely here is a prize large enough; 
“the third part of men!”’ 

2. These Romish missionaries are Jesuits, too. Instead of grow- 
ing better, Romanism is manifestly more corrupt, as a system of doc- 
trine, at this moment than it ever was before. There is a more abso- 
lute rejection of the way of salvation, a more thorough idolatry, a 
more ingrained heresy in Romanism to-day, than when Luther rose. 
And the spiritual dominion of the pope is more absolute, within the 
circle of his own sect at this moment, than ever before. And yet 
ya may hear the assertion daily, and that from men who say they 

ave examined the subject, that popery is much changed for the bet- 
ter, and much weakened in its power to do harm. 

3. The British authorities in China have aided these Jesuits. The 
same authorities in India aid idolatry. And they would strike hands, 
we doubt not, with Satan himself, if they could thereby sell two 
pieces of merchandise where they now sell one, or in any other way 

tify their lust for money or for power. A war begun in order to 

_ force a great nation to tolerate a contraband trade in opium, is appro- 
priately concluded by providing the means whereby Jesuitism may 
take root amongst them. A government that shut up India against 


*I am not complaining here of our instructions, which have heretofore given me as much 
freedom as I wished for; but what I refer to above has taken place, again and again. 
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the gospel for fifty years, now presents the combined blessings of 
Popery and opium to the Chinese. The folly of expecting any thing 
from the British Government, is about equal to that which believes in 
the amendment of Popery. 

4. The missionaries sent out by Protestants are neither su‘ficient 
in numbers nor always adequate in ability. Melancholy and dis- 
graceful facts! Clear and humiliating proofs of the lack of zeal, yea 
of piety in the ranks of the Protestant clergy as a body! Positive 
oak pable evidence of the improper, or to say the least, inadequate 
influence exerted upon the minds of our candidates for the ministry! 
What that is great or blessed can be expected of a ministry, of whom 
these two facts can be truly asserted, to wit, that only a few, and as 
a general rule only inexperienced men from amongst them, have a 
real zeal for the conversion of the world? Oh! that God would re- 
vive religion in the hearts of its ministers! 

5. The means furnished to the missionaries, are utterly inadequate. 
Then the people of God are as much to be blamed as their spiritual 
guides. How could it be otherwise? People are not apt tobe as good 
as their opportunities ought to make them; but who ever saw them bet- 
ter? How can missionaries be sent, unless the means be given by 
the churches to send them? And what hinders but that means 
enough might be given? There can be but three reasons; 1, want 
of ability; 2, want of inclination; 3, want of confidence. As to the 
first, it is out of the question; the second we are convinced exists 
to a great extent—and have tried to show that both pastors and peo- 
ple are to blame; the third is not without its influence, nor wholly 
without excuse. For 

6. Read again that of the extract from Mr. Lourie’s letter 
which we have printed in Italics. ‘Cramp them by instructions,” 
“reprove them for acting too independently,” ‘tell them always to 
write home and ask leave first.”,—We will first say, that we have as 
much confidence in the bulk of the excellent brethren who compose 
the Executive Committee of the Board of Foreign Missions of the 
Presbyterian Church, as they themselves would say we ought to 
have in any like number of persons—let the others be who they 
might; and we unhesitatingly admit, that the Committee is as well 
composed, perhaps better composed than it could be in any other local- 
ity in the bounds of our church. But we must at the same time 
say, that we are no more firmly convinced of the personal excellence 

the gentlemen a age this committee, than we are of the ir- 
regular, unpresbyterial, and ‘soa re ere nature of the authority 

ich they exercise, and the mischievous and deplorable results 
whch must sooner or later follow therefrom. Our testimony against 
all these ecclesiastical corporations has been considered purely the- 
retical, if not visionary: but here is a practical testimony from one 
of their own missionaries, in one of their most important fields; yea 
of a missionary, who having no personal complaints to make, deliv- 
ers of his repeated personal knowledge a testimony at once unim- 
peachable and fatal. Practically, the matter is proved to be evil: 
theoretically, this result is just as demonstrable as any moral result 
ever was; and it has been again and again demonstrated. Is it wonder- 
ful then that a scordial confidence does not exist on the part of our 
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ministers and people? That men of a superior stamp, and who think 
and comprehend, should hesitate to become missionaries, under such 
circumstances? That pastors should hold back in their efforts, when 
they see so much reason for apprehension? That our people should 
pause, when they see such testimonies as these concerning ministers 
of Christ who having gone to heathen lands, find their hands fettered 
by instructions originating in an authority unknown to our standards 
and to our Bible? 

This whole subject is one of intense interest and illimitable extent. 
We will not at present go farther than to say, that if the church 
eould be once set fairly on its feet, in the true, scriptural track—if a 
faithful trial could but be made of our own covenanted principles, 
under competent management, we are sure the result would prove 
how much better it is to live by faith, than-to resort to contri- 
vances;—how much better to carry out the true laws and ordinances 
of God’s house, than to pick up at second hand the devices of a close 
corporation under the laws of Massachusetts. Oh! that men would 
sometimes think, and not always imitate. 





ORIGINAL LETTERS OF THOMAS PAINE, THOMAS JEFFFRSON AND 
JAMES MONROE, TO JOHN BRECKINRIDGE (THE ELDER,) WITH TWO 
FROM HIMSELF TO COLO. MONROE; IN REGARD TO THE TREATY 
FOR THE PURCHASE OF LOUISIANA, AND MATTERS CONNECTED 
THEREWITH. 


On the 50th page of this vol. (see No. for January) there is an allusion to va- 
rious subjects of deep national importance connected with the name and services 
of the late John Breckinridge the elder, in regard to which it has occurred to us, 
that it would be @ service to historic truth and not unaeceptable to the public, to 
publish, from time to time in this periodical, documents and letters which have 
come into our hands in the course of previdence, many of whieh have never beew 
printed, and are not only important but extremely curious, We begin with a 
letter of Thomas Paine, the author of Common Sense, the Rights of Man, the 
Age of Reason, &e. &c., which is in many respects remarkable. ‘The first letter 
of Mr. Jefferson, in which this of Paine was inclosed to Mr. Breckinridge—is 
printed on pp. 511-138 (as Letter ccevi.) of the 3d volume of the ‘Memoir, Cor- 
respondence and Miscellanies’’ of Mr. Jefferson, edited by Mr. T. J. Randolph. 
‘here are several verbal errors in the printed copy, and some minor alterations in 
spelling and punctuation and paragraphs, all of which are restored, and the letter 
now printed just as it was written. Mr. Jefferson wrote an extremely plain and 
beautiful hand; but his use and rejection of capital letters were very singular, as the 
reader will see: the same may also be said of Mr. Paine’s habit ef writing. All 
these letters, with the single exception just mentioned, are believed to be hitherto 
unpublished. They give rise to many curious reflections. Those of Mr. Jefferson 
scem to prove, that the correspondence of that distinguished gentleman even as 
published by himself, cannot be considered as satisfaetorily exhibiting the entire 
ner always the actual state of the matters to which it relates. Why these various 
letters should be addressed to Mr. Breckinridge may be accougted for in part, no 
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doubt, by his actual relations at the moment to the Government of the United 
States, and his position in the Democratic party of that day. But his relation to 
the particular questions treated of in the letters, and to the whole subject of that 
policy which heaped so much renown on Mr. Jefferson, was the true and great 
reason why he was thus singled out; and it may be safely affirmed of him that 
few men have ever received a smaller portion of the fame they earned; or ever 
lost, by premature death, more of the impression of the commanding position they 
really occupied in regard to so many and so great interests. 


Mr. Paine to Mr. Breckinridge. 


~  _Bordenten on the Delaware, N. Jersey 
August 2nd. 1803. 
My dear friend 
not knowing your place of Residence in Kentucky, I send 
this under cover to the President desiring him to fill up the derection. 

I see by the public papers, and the Proclamation for calling congress, 
that the Cession of Louisiana has been obtained. ‘The papers state the 
purchase to be 11,250,000 in the six per cents and $.750,000 dollars to be 
ee to American claimants who have furnished supplies to France and the 
reach Colonies and are yet unpaid, making on the whole, 15,000,090 
dollars. 

I observe that the faction of the feds. who last winter were for going to 
war to obtain possession of that country and who attached so much import- 
ance to it that no expence or risk ought to be spared to obtain it, have now 
altered their tone, and say it is not worth having. and that we are better 
without it than with it. ‘Thus much for their consistengy. what follews is 
fer your private consideration. 

The second section of the 2d article of the Constitution says, “The 
President shall have power by and with the consent of the senate to make 
Treaties provided two-thirds of the senators present concur.” 

a question may be supposed to arise on the present case, which is, under 
what character is the cession to be considered and taken up by Congress, 
whether as a Treaty, or in some other shape? I go to examine this point. 

Though the word Treaty, asa Word, is unlimited in its meaning and 
application, it must be supposed to have a defined meaning, in the consti- 
tution. It -here means Treaties of alliance. as of navigation and commerce. 
Things which require a more profound deliberation than commen Acts do 
because they entail on the parties a future reciprocal responsibility and 
become afierwards a supreme law on each of a contracting countries 
which neither can annull. But the Cession of Louisiana to the united 
states has none of these features in it. [t is a sale and purchase. a sule 
act, which when finished, the parties have no more to do with each other 
than other buyers and sellers have. It has no future reciprocal conse- 
quences, (which is one of the marked characters of a Treaty.) annexed to 
it; and consequently the idea of its becoming a supreme law to the parties 
reciprocally, (which is another of the characters of a ‘Treaty,) is inappli- 
cable in the present case. There remains nothing for such a law to act 
upon. 

[ love the restriction in the constitution which takes from the Executive 
the power of making Treaties of his sole will; and also the clause which 
requires the consent of two thirds of the senators, because we cannot be 

* too cautious in involving and entangling ourselves with foreign powers; 
but I have an equal objection against extending the same power to the 
Senate in cases to which it is not strictly and constitutionally applicable, 

use it is giving a nullifying power to a minority. Treaties, as already 
rved are to have future consequences, and whilst they remain, remain 
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always in execution externally as well as internally. and therefore it is bet- 
ter to run the risk of losing a good treaty for the want of two thirds of the 
senate than be ex to the dangers of ratifying a bad one by a small 
majority. But in resent case, no Operation is to follow but what acts 
itself within our own , and under our own laws we are the sole 
power eoncerned after the Cession is accepted and the Money paid and 
therefore the Cession is not a Treaty in the constitutional meaning of the 
word subject to be rejected by a minority in the senate. 

The question whether the Cession shall be accepted and the bargain 
closed by a grant of money for the purpose (which I take to be the sole 
question,) is a case equally open to both houses of Congress, and if there 
is any distinction of right, it ought according to the conatitution, 
as a money transaction, to begin in the house of Representatives. 

Isu these matters that the Senate may not be taken unawares, for 
I think it not improbable that some Fed, who intends to negative the Ces- 
sion will move to take it up asif it were a Treaty of Alliance or of Navi- 
gation and Commeree. The object here is an increase of territory, for a 
valuable consideration. It is altogether a home eoncern. a matter of do- 
mestic policy. ‘The only real ratification is the payment of the money, 
and as all verbal ratification without this goes for nothing, it would be a 
waste of time and expence to debate on the verbal ratification distinct from 
the monied ratification. ‘The shortest way, as it appears to me, would be, 
0 a a committee to bring in a report on the President’s Message, 
and for that committee to report a bill for the payment of the money. The 
french Government, as the seller of the Bots guid will net consider any 
thing to be ratification but the payment of the sum contraeted for. 

There is also another point necessary to be aware of, which is, to accept 
it in toto. Any alteration or modification made in it, or annexed to it as a 
condition, is so far fatal, that it puts it in the power of the other party to 
reject the whole and propose new Terms. There can be no such thing as 
ratifying in part, or with a condition annexed to it, and the ratification to 
be binding. It is still a continuance of the negociation. 

It ought to be presumed that the american Ministers have done to the 
best of their power and procured the best possible terms, and that being 
immediately on the spot with the other party they were better Judges of 
the whole, and of what could, or could not be done, than any person at this 
distance, and unacquainted with many of the circumstances of the case, 
can possibly be. 

If a treaty, a contract, or a cession, be good upon the whole, it is ill 

icy to hazard the whole, by an expedient to get some triffle in it altered. 
fhe right way of proceeding in such cases is to make sure of the whole 
by ratifving it, and then instruct the minister to propose a clause to be ad- 
ded to the original Justrument to obtain the amendment or alteration wish- 
ed for. This was the method Congress took with respect to the Treaty of 
Commerce with France in 1778. Congress ratified the whole and propos- 
of two new articles which were agreed to by France, and added to the 

reaty. 

There is according to News-paper account an article which admits 
french and spanish vessels on the same terms as american vessels. But 
this does not make it a Commercial Treaty. It is only one of the items in 
the payment: and it has this advantage with it, that it joins Spain with 
France in making the cession, and is an encouragement to commerce and 
new settlers. ; 

with respect to the purchase, admitting it to be 15 million dollars, it is an 
advantageous purchase. The revenue alone purchased as an annuity or 
rent roll is worth more. at prescut I suppose the revenue will pay five 
per. cent. for the eae money. 

I know not if these observations will be of any use to you. I am in a 








retired village and out of the way of hearing the talk of the great World. 
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But J see that the Feds., at least some of them, are changing their tone 
and are now reprobating the snuupiion of Louisiana; and the only way 
they can take to lose the affair will be to take it up as they would a ‘Treaty 
of commerce, and annul it by a minority; or, entangle it with some con- 
dition that will render the ratification of no effect. 

I believe, in this state (Jersey,) we shall have a majority at the next elec- 
tion. we gain some ground, and lose none any where. I have half a dis- 
ion to visit the western world next spring and go on to New Orleans. 
are a new people and unacquainted with the principles of represent- 

ative Government and I think I could do some good among them. 





As the s boat which was to take this letter to the Post-office at 
Philadelphia does not depart till to-morrow, | amuse myself with continu- 
ing the subject after | had intended. to close it. 

{ know little, and can learn but little, of the extent and present population 
of Louisiana. after the Cession be completed and the territory annexed to 
the United States, it will, i suppose, be formed into states, one. at least to 
— with. The as | have said, are new to us, and we to them, 
and a great deal will — on a right beginning. As they have been 
transferred backward and forward several times from one European Gov- 


ernment to another, it is natural to conclude they have no fixed prejudices — 


with respect to foreign attachments, and this puts them in a fit disposition 
for their new condition. The established oo to is Roman; but in what 
state it is as to exterior ceremonies (such as processions and exhibitions,) 
I know not. Had the cession to france continued with her, religion, | sup- 
pose, would have been put on the same footing as it is in that country, and 
there no ceremonial of religion can appear in the streets or high-ways; and 
the same regulation is particularly necessary now, or there will soon be 
quarrels and tumults between the old settlers and the new. The Yankees 
will not move out of the road for a little wooden Jesus stuck on a stick, and 
carried, in procession, nor kneel in the dirt to a wooden Virgin Mary. as 
we do not govern the territory as provinces but ineorporate it as states, 
religion there must be on the same footing it is here, and Catholics have 
the same rights as Catholics have with us and no other. As to political 
condition the idea proper to be held out, is, that we have neither conquer- 
ed them, nor bought them, tut formed a Union with them, and they be- 
come in consequence of that Union a part of the national sovreignty. 

The present inhabitants and their descendants will be a majority for some 
time, but new Emigrations from the old States and from Europe, and in- 
pat aay: will soon change the first face of things, and it is necessary 
to have this in mind it the first measures that shall be taken. Every thing 
done as an expedient grows worse every day, for in proportion as the 
mind grows up to the full standard of right it disdains the expedient. 
America had nearly been ruined by expedients in the first stages of the 
Revolution, and ps would have been so, had not Common Sense bro- 
ken the charm and the declaration of Independenee sent it into banishment. 

Yours in friendship, 
Remember me in the Tuomas Paine. 
circle of your friends. 

This letter is endorsed on the back in the hand writing of Mr. Breckinridge 
“‘Wrote to Colo. Monroe.” 


Mr. Jefferson to Mr. Breckinridge inclosing the foregoing letter. 


Monticello Aug 12. 03 
Dear Sir 
The inclosed letter, tho’ directed to you, was intended to me 
also, was left open with a request that, when perused, I would forward it 
fo you—. it gives me occasion to write a word to you on the subject of 
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Louisiana, which being a new one, an interchange of sentiment may pro- 
duce correct ideas before we are to act on them. our information as to the 
country is very incompleat: we have taken measures to obtain it full as to 
the settled part which FE hope to receive in time for . the bound- 
aries which | deem not admitting question are the high lands on the West- 
ern side of the Missipi inclosing st its waters, the Missouri of course, and 
terminating in the line drawn from the Northwestern point of the lake of 
the woods to the nearest source of the Mis’pi as lately settled between Gr. 
Britain and us. we have some claims to extend on the seacoast West- 
ward'y to the Rio Norte or Bravo, and better to go Eastwardly, to the Rio 
Perdido, between Mobile and Pensacola, the antient boundary of Louisi- 
ana. these claims will be a subject of negociation with Spain, and if, as 
soon as she is at war, we push them strongly with one hand, holding out 
a price in the other, we shall certainly obtain the Floridas, and all in good 
time> in the mean while, without waiting for permission, we shall enter 
into the exercise of the natural right we have always insisted on with 
Spain, to wit that of a nation holding the upper part of streams, having a 
right of innocent passage thro’ them to the ocean. we shall eee her 
to see us practise on this, and she will not oppose it by force. objections 
are raising to the Eastwerd against this vast extent of our boundaries, 
and propositions are made to exchange Louisiana ora part of it fur the Flor- 
idas. but, as I have said, we shall get the Floridas without, and I would 
not give one inch of the waters of the Missiysippi to any nation. because 
I see in a light very important to our peace, the exclusive write to its nav- 
igation and the admission of no nation into it, but as into the Potomac or 
Delaware, with our consent and under our police. These Federalists see 
in this acquisition, the formation of a new confederacy embracing all the wa- 
ters of the Mississipi, on both sides of it, and a separation of its Eeastern 
waters from us. these combinations depend on so many circumstances which 
we cannot foresee, that I place little reliance on them. we have seldom 
seen neighborhood produce affection among nations. the reverse is almost 
the universal truth. besides if it should become the great interest of those 
nations to separate from this, if their happiness should depend on it so 
strongly as to induce them to go throu t convulsion, why should the 
atlantic states dread it? but especially why should we, their present inhabit- 
ants, take side in such a question? when J view the Atlantic states procur- 
ing for those on the Eastern waters of the Mis’pi friendly instead of hos- 
tile neighbors on its Western waters, I do not view it as an Englishman 
would the procuring future blessings for the French nation with whom he 
has no relations of or affection. the future inhabitants of the At- 
lantic and Mis’pi states will be our sons. we leave them in distinct but 
bordering establishments. we think we see their happiness in their union, 
and we wish it. events may prove it otherwise; and if they see their in- 
terest in separation why should we take part with our Atlantic rather than 
our Mis’pi desendants? it is the elder and the younger son differing. God 
bless them both, and keep them in union if it be for their good, but sepa- 
rate them if it be better. the inhabited part of Louisiana from Point 
coupee to the sea will of course be immediately a territorial government 
and soon a state. but above that, the best use we can make of the coun- 
try for some time will be to give establishments in it to the Indians on the 
East side of the Mis’pi in exchange for their present country, and open 
land offices in the last, and thus make this acquisition the means of ‘filling: 
up the Eastern side instead of drawing off its population. when we shall 
be full on this side we may lay off a range of states on the Western bank 
from the head to the mouth, and so range after range, advancing com- 
ctly as We multiply. This treaty must of course . laid before both 
souses, because both have important functions to exercise respecting it. 
they I presume will see their duty to their country in ratif ing paying 
for it so as to secure a good which would otherwise prove ly be never 
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in in their power. but I suppose they must then appeal to the nation 
on additional article to the onaetitetion, approving i coollinninn an act 
which the nation had not previously authorized. the constitution has 
made no provision for our holding foreign territory, still less for incorporat- 
ing foreign nations into our union. the Executive in seizing the fugitive 
occurrence which so much advanced the good of their country, have done 
an act beyond the constitution. the legislature in casting behind them 
Metaphysical subtleties and risking themselves like faithful servants, must 
ratify & pay for it, and throw themselves on their country for doing for 
them unauthorized what we know they would have done for themselves 

they been in a situation to do it. it is the case of a guardian investing 
the money of his ward in purchasing an important adjacent territory; & 
saying to him when of age, I did this for your good; I pretend to no write 
to bipd you, you may disavow me, and | must get out of the scrape as I 
can. I thought it my duty to risk myself for you. but we shall not be 
disavowed by the nation, & their act of indemnity will confirm and not 
weaken the constitution, by more strongly marking out it’s lines. 

We have nothing later from Europe than the public papers give. I 
hope yourself & all Western members will make a sacred point of be- 
ing at the first day of the meeting of Congress; for vestra res agitur. 

ecept my affectionate salutations & assurances of esteem & respect. 
Honble J. Breckinridge Tu. Jerrerson. 
Frankfort 

Kentucky. 


The following was inclosed in the foregoing letter. 


Resolved by the Senate and House of Reps. of the US. two thirds of 
both houses concurring, that the following amendment to the constitution 
of the U S. be proposed to the legislatures of the several states; which, 
when ratified by three fourths of the said legisiature shal be valid to all 
intents & purposes as a part of the sd constitution. 

Louisiana, as ceded by France to the U 8. is made a part of the U. S. 


Mr. Jefferson to Mr. Breckinridge. 


Monticello Aug 18. 03 
Dear Sir 


I wrote you on the 12th inst. on the subject of Louisiana, and 
the constitutional provision which might be necessary for it. a letter 
received yesterday shews that nothing must be said on that subject which 
oner a pretext for retracting; but that we should do sub silentio what 
sha found ert- be so good therefore as to consider that part of 
my letter asconfidential. it strengthens the reasons for desiring the pres- 
ence of every friend to the treaty on the first day of the session. perhaps 
you can impress this necessity on the Senators of the Western states by 
private letter. Accept my Iriendly salutations & assurances of great 
respect & esteem 

Tu: Jerrerson 


Honble J. Breckinridge 
of Kentucky P 
Mr. Jefferson to Mr. Breckinridge. 


Extract of a letter from a judicious & well informed American who has 
for some time been at the settlement of Natchetoches. 

“‘What kind of government would at first be most suitable & proper 
God only knows. it would be farcical to see a lawyer in a court of justice 
addressing a jury of them at present. with a few exceptions they have 
—s" of any kind of government than a Commandant with both 
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civil & military jurisdiction. they have been accustomed to such ill luck 

pty Kamrice = to obtain justice, they seldom apply, & submit to any thing 
t ° 

Th Jefferson with his salutations to Mr Breckinridge sends him the above 

extract, as also a separate paper from an American on the same subject. 

this last being an office paper he desires to have returned after Mr Breck- 

inridge shall have made what use of it he thinks best. 


Nov 22., 03 
Mr. Jefferson to Mr. Breckinridge. 


Th. J.to Mr Breckinridge Insert in some part of the paper of yesterday 
"Slaves shall be admitted into the ether 4 of Orleans from such of the 
United States or of their territories as prohibit their impotation from abroad, 
but from no other state, territory or country.” Salutatious 

Nov 25. 1808 


Mr. Breckinridge to Colo. Monroe. Copy. _ 
Fayette (Kentucky) July 9. 1803 
Dear Sir. 


Your favor from N. York of the 4. of March come safe to hand 
shortly after my return Home. 

You do me that Justice to which I am entitled, when you confide in 
my readiness to serve you; and I feel gratified that any thing like pro- 
fessional compensation was named only to disavowed. The token of regard 
with which you kindly wish to possess me, I will aceept with that sensibil- 
ity which I cannot but experience when so distinguished by one, on whose 
friendship I have long set the highest value. 

Upon my return to thiscountry I found it in the most profound tranquil- 
ity. ‘The attempts of the minority in the Senate to inflame the western 
people, were wholly abortive. They were so insidious, that they attached 
instant suspicion & odium to those who made them, & strengthened the 
existing confidence in the Executive. Ail believed-these new projects 
where intended for mischievous & vindictive purposes, & not for the good 
of the western states. But a single man inthis state ventured to oppose 
the general sentiment by publishing an inflamitory piece recommending 
war, disunion &e; and at the first Sitting of the Federal court thereafter, 
he was presented by the Grand Jury, & burnt in effegy by the mob. I 
mention this faet to show that the people were not only apparently tranquil 
but were heartily so, & were determined to maintain that tranquility until 
the result of the mission was known.—The restoration of the deposits 
which took place about the 19th May has removed the anxiety which ex- 
isted on account of our exports during the present year. That event 
moreover has sanctioned the wisdom of the measures pursued by the 
Executive and Legislature and more glaringly exposed the destructive 
projects which were so ardently pressed upon the country. 

ieving however, as I do, that the peace of the Union will be at haz- 
zard, & thatthe Western States cannot prosper so long any foreign nation 
is possessed of the mouth of the Mississippi, | feel all that solicitude which 
an object of such great national & personal interest, can inspire. A sim- 
S restoration of the right of deposit, | consider as ultimately of very 
ittle importance. The perpetual fear of simi'ar, & more violent outrages 








on our commerce will effectually discourage every adventurer possessing 

ordinary prudence and foresight; and a second similar outrage will kindle a 

flane which cannot be ret ne until its cause is completely removed. 
sen 


Such I believe is the genera timent here. Nothing therefore can be 
more interesting to men, than you & your mission are to us.—We are 
greatly gratified at the accounts published of your reception at Havre. 
God grant you complete success to the extent of your powers; | know 
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they cannot be more extensive than your wishes, and no man will enjoy 
with more sincere satisfaction the lasting applause which a grateful nation 
will bestow upon you, than 
my Dear Sir 
your affectionate friend & servant 
Honble rome Monroe Joun Barcxinripce 
ris. 


Colo. Monroe to Mr. Brechinridge. 


Londen March 2. 1804 

Dear Sir d 

I did not receive yours of July 9th untill some considerable time 
after my arrival here. It went to France where it was detained I presume 
in the post-office sometime. 1 need not tell you that 1 was happy to hear 
from you, as T shall at all times be when you have leisure’ to write. 

I have not yet reed. official accts. of the surrender of Louisiana by the 
French governor to our govt.; but as the procln. of that officer & of Govr. 
Claiborne, after the transfer, are reed. from N. Orleans, { conclade that the 
whole transaction is completed, and that we are in possession of the terri- 
tory. The effeet which this great event has on our political importance in 
Europe is precisely what we might expect it wod. be. There is but one 
opinion on it, wh. is that while its blessings are incalculable in the inte- 
rior to our people, that it gives us a much higher rank and entitles us to 
much greater respect as a nation with other powers than we held before. 
it reflects honor on the wisdom and patriotism of our councils since the 
whole transaction is admitted to have been managed with a firmness, integ- 
rity, and discretion wh. are exemplary. 1 will only add that had our govt. 

ipitated itself inte any act of hostility, at the time when it was thought 
ane the occasion invited it, that 1 have no doubt the object wod. have 
failed & that we wod. now be a party to the war; or had we avoided an 
union in it with this power, the condition of wh. must have made a com- 
mon cause in the prosecution and result, wh. seemed to form a part of a 
— of attack, that if we had succeeded in negotiation we shod. have 
ined much worse terms. After a long exertion, it has piae’d our west- 
ern brethren in the full enjoyment of their natural rights. For their pa- 
tience & their virtue they are entitled to the applause of America. It is 
an important fiet tending to prove that disorder never proceeds from the 
people; that mankind are competent to self-government. It is important 
in another view as it tends to prove that representative govt. must & will 
be responsive to the opinion & interest of the people. This affair has 
“ended where it ought to do; since it has secured their just rights to those 
who were oppressed; toour govt. & people a resource of wealth for ages to 
come; not in mines wh. bury them in the ground, but in fertile territory 
wh. invites to agriculture & the increase of the human race; notin a fund- 
ed debt wh. enriches the few and oppresses the many, but in furnishing 
vast materials for a profitable commerce, extending its benefit, especially in 
their carriage to market, toevery quarter of the union. You will readily 
believe that in every view in which it can be contemplated, { rejoice in this 
event, on wh. LT offer you my most sincere congratulations. 

I say nothing on the topicks of the day wh. are 4. ge to Europe; in 
wh. most fortunately we have but a slight interest. You will be well in- 
formed thro’ other channels. 

While in France, § bespoke vou a watch wh. has been finished since I 
came here. it is still there.—1 will send it out in the course of the fall, by 
some friend going home to meet you in the next Congress.—Let me hear 
from you occasionally and believe me sincerely your friend & servt. 


Honble J. Breckinridge Jas. Monroe. 
of the Senate of the U. S. Washington. 
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Mr. Breckinridge to Colo. Monroe. Copy.* 
Fayetie Ky. Sept 8. 1804 
My Dear Sir. 


ince my answer of the 18th Mayt to your favour of the 2nd March 
Ihave delayed writing te you for sundry reasons, the principal of which 
was, that you were by many of your friends here expected to return in this 
month to New Orleans, and take upon yourself the Government Louisi- 
ana. I had no means here of obtaining correct information on the subject; 
and as I wished the report to be one, indulged myself in the hope that 
— letter to would be addressed to that place. 

re is satillg tow in this quarter of the Union. ‘The people of 
Louisiana are as happy and contented as could be expected under so great 
achange. I have heard latterly of some little attempts among them to 
promote a memorial to the next —— to erect them into a state Gov- 
ernment, I doubt they are not ready for such achange. ‘The emigration 
to that country has, as yet, been far short of my expectations. ‘There has 
been little or none from this quarter. Our people dread the clinate. I have 
not yet heard whe is, or probably will be appointed Governor of Louisiana, 
or indeed to any other olee there; altho’ the law is to take effect the first 
of next month. I cannot but still hope that you are destined for it. I leel 
strongly the importance of our setting out rightly there; for if we can onl 
keep them straight in their shoes there fora year or two, all will go on well 
afterwards, last Natchez papers state that some of the Spanish sub- 
779 in West Florida are attempting to usurp and set up for themselves. 

t is uncertain what numbers are engaged in the combination. Its truth 

cannot yet be vouched for, or to what lengths they may proceed. 

The atlantie papers which are no doubt regularly forwarded to you, fur- 
nish you with the subjects of the day. The Kentucky papers, ! presume, 
do not reach you. In one of them I have been lately wontonly & wicked- 
ly calumniated & charged with patronizing attempts here to hold me up a 
candidate for the Vice-Presidency, against Mr Clinton. The attack was 
made by some old enemies who have lately been stirred up to it by their 
unsuccessful applications to me last session for recommendations to high 
Offices in Louisiana. Fortunately I had it in my power to repel it satisfac- 
torily; but not until they had considerably agitated the public mind here. 
It has however given me much concern; aud | cannot discover from what 
sources "a public men who have been the frequent objects of abuse, draw 
potas phy, & with uneoncern & patience see malevolent rascals pub- 

Wittingly down right, stark naked falsehoods respecting you. From 
the sensations produced by this first atiack, I doubt I shall never learn to 
bear them with patience.—I hear of no federal candidates for President & 
vice-President, & do not believe there are any. 


affeetionately your friend & servant 
Hoble Jas Monroe. Joun BrecxinripcE 


*This and the previous letter from Mr. B. to Col. M. contained various details i rd 
to the land business of the latter in the West, which are omitted as of no Sloedes to the 
general reader. This is very extensive and covers a long series “ 


tWe do not find a copy of this letter in the file at present—[{Ep. . 
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W. L. Breckinridge.—Dowling’s 
Reply to Miller's theory of theEnd 
of the World. 


1. Fables of La Fontaine. Illus- 


France. They are exquisitely fine, both 
in their conception and execution. We 
could hardly conceive it possible for wood 
cuts to be so su ly executed, or for 
the highest triumphs of art to make the 
inferior creation so terribly haman. The 
letter press is also very fine. But the 
translation is the merest doggrel that can 
be conceived. The contrast between the 


the other stiff, naked, bald, awkward be- 

any thing we have seen printed in 

lar lines under the name of poetry. 
Indeed if it were not for the prints, it 
would —— be — to tell upon 
what ground t intless rigma- 
role facing i nadeke Fable at all. 
And yet such is the condition of the pub- 
lic press, that we have seen this transla- 
tion again and again commended as stri- 
kingly clever. 

2. The Nestorians; or the Lost 
Tribes, &c. By Asahel Grant, M. D. 
New York: Harper & Brothers, 1841, 
pp. 385, 12mo. This vol. is divided in- 
to three parts.—The I, contains the per- 
sonal narrative of Dr. Grant, during a 
tour from the United States, and a short 
it Nestori- 


i 


amongst the 
ans. This ion of the work is full of 


IL. which is the larg- 
est of the three, “apt Mare sarede 
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more idle, futile, and ill-executed attempt 
there hardly could be. There is a valu- 
able appendix containing an account of 
the Yezidees, a History of the Nestorian 
Missions in former ages, and some notice 
of the Jews of Mediaand Assyria. The 
collateral evidence scattered through the 
volume against many of the pretensions 
and of the doctrine of the church 
of Rome is extremely clear and conclu- 
sive. Here area people, who have been 


. branded by her historians for ten centu- 


ries as vile heretics, and behold when we 
come to know the truth we find a charch 
pure compared with Rome in her best es- 
tate. The discovery and mission am 

these Nestorians is one of the most strik- 
ing and delightful incidents of this centu- 
ry; and this little volume, notwithstand- 
ing the errors and weaknesses we have 


pe a tgs neta, a very re- 
markable publication. 


3. Judaism Overthrown, $c. By 


" Joseph Litch. Boston, pp. 34. This 


7 is No. xxv. of ‘‘Second Advent 
ibrary;’’ and its author is one of the 
leading friends and fellow-labourers of 
the Rev. Mr. Miller, whose name is very 
widely spoken of just now. The object 
of this publication is to prove that the 
Jews will not be converted to God nor 
restored to Canaan, in any thing like a 
national sense; and that in fact the death 
of Christ utterly and eternally dissolved 
all the national hopes of the Jews and all 
their special relations to God as his peo- 
ple chosen from of old. The argument 
is specious, but wholly fallacious. It 
proceeds upon the implied, though not 
stated and perhaps not clearly conceived 
assumption that in the Abrahamic cove- 
nant there was but one single promise, to 
wit, that of the Messiah. It proves very 
plainly that a door is open to the gentiles 
whereby they are made partakers of this 
promise; and then assumes that there is 
no promise besides to Israel. We read- 


these Nestorians are the Ten Tribes of ily admit that this is the great and glori- 


i 


There are many curious facts and 


ous promise; and that all the other prom- 


much interesting matter in this portion of ises to the Jews are dependent on this in 
the volume; but the conclusion of the such a sense, that they will never enjoy 
whole seems to us no more than this, that them again till they return to Christ. But 
these People “- pes beof Hebrew we think it is very manifest that the 
origin. to being the ten tribes, promises are full and abundant, that they 
the hypothesis, we must say, is wholly shall one day return to him, and that then 
absurd. The III. is an attempt to they will also be restored to Canaan, both 
make the i pase support of which Mr. Litchdenies. Let him read 
the conclusion of the II. part. Anda once more the xi. chapter to the Romans. 
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The pamphlet is a very remarkable in- cause, as it seems to us, which might 


stance of the i: e of theorisers. have been managed with less dissention 
The whole system of Mr. Miller profeeses amongst its real friends, than the temper- 
to reston a strict and literal interpretation ance reform; surely never one whose 
of the Seriptares; and yet here isa breach true interests required more imperatively 
upon his princi ich lets the whole sucha management. ‘The mission of the 
flock of hi out into a wider societies was perfectly simple, to wit, to 
range of spiritualising, than wasever be- collect, embody, and disseminate facts; 
fore contended for. For the most ima- the principle of union was absolutely 
ginative spiritaalists have conceded the plain, to wit, the fact of agreement in the 
conversion of the Jews to be plainly fore- practice of abstinence. No reasonable 
told. Perhaps the shortness of remain- man can deny that many foolish things 
ing time their theory, and they have been done, many false principles 
began to di the power of God to do asserted, many dangerous methods re- 
so much in so short a time; and therefore sorted to; and therefore, that much pru- 
answered the objection by curtailing the dence, firmness, and forbearance have 
k. For our part we have no such been required on the part of thinking 
7 i people, who have gone along with the 
movement, as we have tried to do these 
fourteen years without once putting off 
be that when he does come he will gath- the harness. We know, personally, that 
er back his ancient people both to God the author of this pamphlet was an ear- 
and to Canaan, we will gladly embrace lier advocate of the temperance cause 
the doctrine, and confidently rely on his than we were, and a bolder one; and that 
power to do the whole. It may not be his whole influence now and always, 
out of place to say, that we think Mr. 1, public, and professional, has 
Miller is very unfarely dealt by in many been and is, ia favor of every thing that 
respects; and that many of his views are reasonable men ought to or expect. 
far easier mocked than answered. Some It is therefore folly and worse, for the 
of them we think are entirely unsound, friends of temperance to attack such a 
and many more crude and ill-digested. man; and little less than madness to at- 
It is also worthy of remembrance that he tack him upon the principles and for the 
is in no respect the originator of the sys- purposes against which he contends in the 
tem which passes his name; but present publication. We could hardly 
that every leading feature of it, if we have supposed that any man in his senses 
understand it even tolerably, has been —that is supposing him to have any sense 
over and over, advanced by men, some at all—wonuld assert that the progress of 
of whom are of the very highest note; the nce reformation required us 
indeed some of the most obviously erro- to deny the leading principles of this 
neous points, by some of the most famous pamphiet, to wit, that total abstinence is 
men. This very notion that the Jews not of universal moral obligation, and 
are never to be restored, has been for a that good men are not to be denounced 
long time the current opinion amongst because that is their jadgment.-—-What a 
that class of critics whieh seems most pity it is that we cannot fight even such 
fierce sag their follower (in this view) a monster as drunkenness without wound- 
Mr. Miller; we mean the extreme sup- ing one another. 
Pantene tna ere Terres 5. fin Exposition of the Prophecies 


4. The New Test of ChristianChar- supposed by William Miller to pre- 
acter Tested. Or the Bible Doctrine dict the Second Coming of Christ in 
of Temperance, &e. ByW.L. Breck- 1843, §c. By John Dowling, A. M. 
inridge, pp. 44. Frankfort, Ky. 1842. pp 47. Second Edition. New York. 
We exceedingly regret the appearance of 1842.—We have never read through a 
this and every other publication on botb single book or even pamphlet of Mr. Mil- 
sides of all disputes amongst the friends Jer, nor as much as pages of his 
of the temperance reformation; and so writings, all to - it is therefore 
we have already and more than once hardly possible that we can have a clear 
said. Stil] more do we regret the neces- view of his opinions in a connected form, 
sity, which on either side should even much less a full impression of the argu- 
appear to good men to require such and ments by which he endeavours to support 
similar disquisitions. Therenever wasa them. As far as we can judge from the 
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very cursory examination we have made tentively, and in a number of particulars, 
Sues « blications “> bps atten- ne he is vies correct and Mr. 
tive of some tracts newspa- mistaken ; especially, as it 
pers of his immediate disciples; it has oc- seems to us, the criticism of Dr. W. on 


curred to us, that his system, supposing the 


in Acts xiii. 20, is extremely 


it to be false, as in some at least of its plausible, and sheds valuable light upon 
us 


ble of being most clear! 


a 
: 
i 


evidently to be; mast an intricate point in the Bible chronology. 


But after all, this paper relates almost 
wholly to that point of ‘Millerism’ which 
asserts that the 6000th year of the world 


his proofs are terminates in or near 1843; a point very 


out of God's word. Its curious and important in itself, but by no 


Fi 
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ak ch oppor oy owing 


Soper ats soae > 
Mr. Dowling, we may ly say 
- that it is to be conceived that any 
thing could be printed by Mr. Miller or 
Mr. any body else, more shallow, ab- 


eould draw from his pamphlet, if such a 
erg be bm ble of be- 
» would be, that prophecies 
themselves are a j of nonsense. 
Sach Sr ge as his can have no effect, 
we would suppose, except to bring the 
whole subject into ridicule, or to promote 
the cause he attacks. The gentlemen, 
we believe, are both Baptists.—Since 
the foregoing observations were penned, 
we have read in the religious newspapers, 
a paper by the Rev. Da. Weexs, of N. 
J., entitled, ‘‘ Mistakes of Millerism, 
No. 1,” in which he sets out upon the 
task above suggested, and professes to 
have detected 58 mistakes, chiefly in the 
chronology of *Millerism,’ of which num- 
ber 29 are given in this No. 1, and the 
rest will follow. This is ing the af- 
fair in the right way, and we think the 
paper of Dr. Weeks, is to be ecommend- 
ed as serious and earnest, in its treatment 
of avery solemn subject, in regard to 
»&man must be very ignorant or 

very mirthful, who finds room for jest. 
We have read the paper of Dr. W. at- 


means essentially connected with the truth 
or error of his general system. We must 
say, that ing in the attitude of an 
i ial judge, and even supposing the 
chranology of ‘‘Millerism’’ to be m4 
more than a conjectural os to truth; 
this paper of Dr.. Weeks, as a whole, 
does by no means prove, that the co 

ture may not be, after all, as near right 
as other conjectures on the same subject. 
In other words, however it may be shown 
that Miller does not clearly establish his 


Grey BAR A 
shown, that 


any otter can be better es- 
tablished; and the mode and substance 
of the proof of Dr. W. rather condace 
to show that it cannot than that it can be 
done. So that the real objection against 
Miller is the want of certainty in his 
chron , rather than the absolute cer- 
tainty of its incorrectness; and the ob- 
jection to his ings is, that he as- 
serts and proclaims with preremptoriness 
what he is wholly unable to demonstrate 
as certainly true—thereby proving him- 
self arash and probably an ignorant man. 
But in the mean time,what he says, might 
be positively disproved, which we sub- 
mit, has by no means been done; and it 
might be clearly shown that some other 
chronology is true, which no one has yet 
attempted, and which, we sorrowfally 
admit, there are not five in America com- 
petent to discuss, at this moment.—Here 
is the great secret of the trouble; the 
profound and general ignorance which 
prevails on the whole subject; of which 
no greater evidence need be produced, 
than the fact that this pamphlet of Mr. 
Dowling has been extensively relied on, 
yea preached, as a suflicient answer to 
Miller. 
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New Subscribers. a me 
’r, Hillsborough, Ohio, from Jan’y 

and $3 paid by P. M.—A. M. Turner, 
Yr, 

County, Pa., in the 


Hantingd 
© $s of Rev’d aa 
ibson ; id b - Gibson, throug 
the P. M. 2 Willamsber, which is in 
fail_—Mr. J. W. , St. Charles 
Co., Mo.—Miss K. Smith, Alex- 
andria, D. C., $2,50 for 1843 paid. 
—Mr. Garrett Van Metre, Hardy Co., 
Va., and $2,50 for 1843 paid to David 
Owen.—Mr. William Gregory, Alexan- 

dria, D. C., from January 1843. 


Discontinuances. P.M. for James 
C. Bruce, Esq’r, Halifax Co., Va.; tha 
money paid to D. Owen some time back 
($11,50,) appears to have paid only te 
the ros ag <br. Peal Eve, Angue- 
ta, i . M. refused; the 
letter is F " 

0.5 what use are remaining 
ten numbers of 1843 to us? 


Payments. Mr. McClanehan, Balti- 
more Co., Md , $2,50, for 1843, by the 
hands of Mr. Hopkins.—Dr. Wm. 8S. 
Graham, Campbell Co., Va., $2,00 by 


the P. M.; see private note.—Rev’d Dr. 


McMaster, President of South Hanover 
College, Indiana, $5,00, which pays for 
1841 and 1842.—Mrs. J. B. Bibb and 
Judge Broadnax of Ky., each $2,50 for 
1843, from the latter, by the hands of 
Hon’ble Mr. Underwood.—Rev’d Dr. J. 
M. Krebbs, city of New-York, $5,00, 
which, if our books are correct, pays for 
1841 and 1842, (the last previous credit 
entered being $3,75, paid May 1840, to 
Mr. Carter of New York,) the missing 
number sent.—Rev’d J. M. C. Bartley, 

» N. H., $3, which »ays for 
1843, and 50 cents over.—Rev’d J. G. 
$5, for Col. Thomas McKean and James 
Wilson, Esq’r, of Easton, Pa., for 1842. 
—Rev’d J. C. Coit, Cheraw, 8S. C., 
$10, for himself and for Messrs. McLean, 
Matheson, and Wright, for 1843; the 
numbers written for sent; the subscrip- 
tion of Mr. Prince discontinued —John 


11, instead of C. Sowers, Esq’r, Staunton, Va., $10, 


in full to the end of 1842.—P. M. Shel- 
byville, Ky., $3, for Rev’d J. D. Paxton, 
for 1843, and 50 cents over-—P. M. 
Versailles, Ky., $5, for Rev'd J. F. 
Price, for 1848, and John Aberdeen; 
Esq’r, for 1842; the numbers requested 
for Mr. J. J. Berryman sent to the Lex- 
ington P, O. 





